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ABSTRACT 
Responding to local areas with entrenched social and economic disadvantage has 
been a significant public policy issue in many parts of the world.  Despite many 
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries 
mounting various programs to address the issue of distressed urban areas, Australian 
public policy has largely failed to develop responses to this issue.  A key challenge 
has been to establish appropriate governance arrangements to support an effective 
response.   
The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to the development of place-based 
governance theory in the context of responding to local disadvantaged areas.  It 
draws upon a synthesis of theoretical propositions together with insights from 
empirical data to arrive at a set of six place-based governance principles.  The 
empirical data has been derived from the secondary analysis of qualitative data from 
the implementation of the first phase of the Community Renewal Program (CRP) 
over the period 1998 – 2001.   
The research produced a number of findings.  First, it is clear that government has a 
central role to play in the governance of local renewal efforts.  Second, however, is 
the challenge for government to achieve optimal integration of institutional 
arrangements at multiple levels from local through to regional and central aspects of 
governance.  Third, genuine community participation, particularly by residents of 
these local areas, is required and this can only be achieved through ongoing 
interaction and communication amongst stakeholders.  These findings are drawn 
together to develop a set of place-based governance principles as a contribution to 
theory development.  The intention with these principles is to contribute to future 
policy and program efforts to address spatial disadvantage.   
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PREFACE 
This thesis represents an important step in a long journey for me.  Over the 
course of my working life I have undertaken many roles, including as a 
practitioner, policy advocate and researcher.  My early career began in the late 
1970s as a youth-worker working with homeless young people in inner-city 
Brisbane.  This was a time when there were very few services for this very 
vulnerable population.   This lack of services led to me being part of a small 
group to establish a residential community living with those homeless young 
people who could not be accommodated elsewhere.  During this eight-year 
period, I became acutely aware of the importance of undertaking policy advocacy 
to improve services and facilities for homeless young people, particularly in the 
area of housing policy.   
After a period of study, in the early 1990s, I took on a role of undertaking 
community consultations on housing needs to inform the provision of housing 
assistance by the then Queensland Government.  This was a time of great social 
policy reform in Queensland following the election of a progressive government 
after a period of 32 years of conservative rule where social policy was all but 
ignored.  My growing interest in social policy led to me taking on a role as head 
of the peak body for social services in Queensland (the Queensland Council of 
Social Service or QCOSS).  These were exciting times that offered the 
opportunity to influence genuine change in social policy and programs with a 
(relatively) new Queensland Government pursuing a reform agenda.   
One of the most significant achievements of my career was during my tenure as 
head of QCOSS.  This achievement was undertaking a collaborative research 
project on poverty in Queensland (the Queensland Poverty Research Project).  
This was very much a collaborative effort with a number of other church and 
community organisations but it was jointly driven by me and my colleague 
Coralie Kingston.  This project was innovative and unique in that, for the first 
time, it provided a geographical map of poverty in Queensland.  It showed clearly 
that there were some areas of the state where there were greater concentrations of 
poverty.  The report from this research project was launched one month prior to a 
state election.  The extensive media coverage from the launch prompted the then 
xvi 
 
government to announce an election policy to respond to the report’s findings.  
This policy was the Community Renewal and Local Jobs Program, an AU$100 
million commitment over five years to address areas of concentrated poverty.  
Unfortunately, a change of government to a conservative party after six months 
following the election led to the program being abolished.   
In the lead up to the 1998 Queensland election, whilst still at QCOSS, I played a 
role in advocating various social policies for the progressive opposition party, 
including re-instating the earlier program to respond to areas of concentrated 
poverty.  Many of these policy proposals were agreed to by the then opposition 
and hence, when they formed government after the election, the Community 
Renewal Program (CRP) was re-established.  Following the election, I was 
recruited to head up the social policy unit in the Premier’s Department.  It was 
during this time that I led the evaluation of the CRP which is the case study 
presented in this thesis.  Following my time in the Queensland Government, I 
went on to head up a research centre in a large child protection agency in New 
South Wales over a period of six years and then finally a role in academia.   
There are several reasons for this brief exposition of my career trajectory.  First, 
it shows that the common thread throughout my career (or my ‘vocation’) has 
been a deep desire to address social disadvantage, whether that has been as a 
practitioner, a policy advocate or a researcher.  A profound sense of social justice 
lies at the heart of this desire and I have long held a strong interest in the ‘place’ 
dimension to social disadvantage.  Second, it also shows that I have played some 
role in Community Renewal over a period of time, first as an advocate and 
subsequently as an evaluator.  Community Renewal as a case study of the 
governance arrangements to address place disadvantage is the subject of this 
thesis.  Hence, I am not a ‘neutral bystander’ in this research.  Rather, I bring 
something of an ‘insider’ perspective which informs the analysis and discussion 
explored in Chapter Two of this thesis.  The implications of being something of 
an insider are discussed in Chapter Four.  Third, I have a strong interest in how 
Community Renewal as a case study can inform future theory, policy and 
program efforts to address spatial disadvantage.  Dealing with areas of 
concentrated poverty and disadvantage remains a key public policy challenge, to 
which I hope to make a contribution.   
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
BACKGROUND TO THE RESEARCH 
In early 1999 an elderly resident of Ipswich1 in Queensland, Australia was 
assaulted by a group of young people and subsequently died.  The incident was 
graphically captured on the closed circuit television cameras installed in the 
central business district.  In the aftermath, the community became enraged over 
how and why this happened to such a vulnerable person.  At the time, the then 
government described the incident as ‘tragic circumstances’ (Queensland 
Legislative Assembly, 28 April 1999: 1465).  The offending young people were 
identified and charged over the incident.  They were all from disadvantaged 
backgrounds and, as it transpired, they were all clients of at least one government 
agency in the region.   
The incident highlighted a series of deficiencies in the current systems of service 
delivery in the region.  As a result, community and civic leaders began to meet in 
order to develop a better understanding of why such a tragic incident occurred in 
the first place and to identify new ways to respond to what were seen as the 
underlying causes – poverty, social exclusion and fragmented service delivery at 
local and regional levels in Ipswich (Keast, 2003; Keast, Brown, Mandell and 
Woolcock, 2004; Woolcock & Boorman, 2003).   
The frustrations and concerns of these local leaders and service providers were 
summed up in a delegation to a Community Cabinet meeting2 held in the Ipswich 
suburb of Bundamba in late 1999 in the following terms:   
The need for a holistic approach [to address local problems] involving 
collaborative effort … The unsustainability of current arrangements 
whereby program and policy units, typically sitting in the corporate head 
offices of government departments, establish and maintain a program 
focus to funding rather than a place focus … Multiple agencies, both 
government and non-government, that are poorly coordinated, disparate 
and not in synchronisation … Government departments pre-occupied with 
                                                             
1  Ipswich is a major provincial city in South East Queensland, Australia, indicated in Figure 1 below.   
2  Community Cabinet meetings are explained more fully in Chapter Two.   
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their own particular programs with little, if any, in the way of 
discretionary dollars and an inability to pool resources to attack problems 
at the place level.  (quoted in Walsh, 2001, emphasis added).   
Partly in response to this kind of phenomenon, governments in jurisdictions 
across a number of Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) countries have introduced ‘place-based’ or ‘area-based’ initiatives in 
order to tackle a multiplicity of problems affecting particular localities or places, 
especially those facing numerous inter-related social and economic disadvantages 
(Alterman & Cars, 1991; OECD 1998).  Responding to place-based problems has 
been a strong feature of public policy in the United Kingdom (UK) (Atkinson, 
1999; Booth, 2005; Davies, 2004; DETR, 2000; Rhodes, Tyler & Brennan, 2003; 
Tallon, 2010), the United States of America (US) (Hanlon, 2010; Popkin, Levy, 
Harris, Comey, Cunningham, & Buron, 2004) and a number of European 
jurisdictions over several decades (Andersen, 2002; Geddes, 2000; Peach, 2000; 
Savini, 2011), recognising that a range of social problems tend to be concentrated 
in particular areas and requires coordinated action across a number of agencies 
and sectors.   
The nature of the problems facing disadvantaged areas is complex – it is often 
difficult to define causes and consequences, as these problems are interconnected 
and inter-related.  These disadvantaged areas are a classic example of ‘wicked 
problems’ (Rittel & Webber, 1973; Head, 2008).  Examples of these so called 
‘wicked problems’ include long-term/embedded disadvantage, structural and 
generational unemployment, truancy, poor health, housing and education.  The 
interconnectedness and complexity of these problems requires more integrated 
and connected ways of working, particularly by government agencies (Atkinson, 
Crawford & Finn, 2008; Keast, 2011).   
In the UK, in particular, there has been a long history of attempts at urban 
regeneration focusing on the poorest, most disadvantaged areas (Tallon, 2010).  
Whilst urban regeneration initiatives in the UK date back to the 1960s a 
particular ‘boost’ came following the 1997 election of the Blair New Labour 
Government and the publication by the Social Exclusion Unit in the UK Cabinet 
Office of the report, Bringing Britain Together: A National Strategy for 
3 
 
Neighbourhood Renewal (SEU, 1998).  This report, along with numerous other 
reports from 18 Policy Action Teams in the UK Cabinet Office, led to the 
establishment of the Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy targeting the 88 most 
deprived local authorities in England, with funding of almost £3 billion over the 
period 2001 to 2008 (AMION Consulting, 2010; Tallon, 2010).  This initiative 
was also accompanied by a strong emphasis from the Blair Government of the 
need for ‘joined-up’ government to address ‘joined-up’ problems3 (SEU, 1998).   
Similarly, in the US, since the 1960s, there has been a concern with addressing 
‘distressed areas’ and their associated concentrated poverty (Katz, 2004).  
Particularly since the1987 publication of William Julius Wilson’s influential 
book, The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inner City, the Underclass and Public 
Policy, there has been an upsurge in interest in dealing with inner-city 
neighbourhoods and their residents (Katz, 2004).  This concern culminated with 
the introduction of the HOPE VI program in 1992 with over US$6.2 billion in 
funding over the period to 2010 being provided to housing authorities (Housing 
and Urban Development [HUD], 2010).  This initiative has since been 
transformed into the Obama Administration’s Neighborhood Revitalisation 
Initiative4 – an interagency collaboration to execute a placed-based strategy ‘to 
transform neighborhoods of concentrated poverty into neighborhoods of 
opportunity’ (White House, 2011: 3).   
The challenges of this initiative are highlighted by a Memorandum from the 
White House (USA) Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Developing 
Effective Place-Based Policies for the FY 2011 Budget: 
It is important to note the urgency of this effort. The prosperity, equity, 
sustainability, and livability of neighborhoods, cities and towns, and 
larger regions depend on the ability of the Federal government to enable 
locally-driven, integrated, and place-conscious solutions guided by 
meaningful measures, not disparate or redundant programs which neglect 
their impact on regional development. (OMB, 2009: 2) 
                                                             
3 These ‘joined-up’ problems are similar to the notion of ‘wicked problems’ discussed earlier.   
4 Note the different spelling of ‘neighborhood’ in the US literature.   
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Australia was not exempt from these global concerns, experiencing place-based 
problems within a number of jurisdictions, since the mid-1990s and introducing 
various place management and area improvement strategies (Walsh, 2001).  Most 
of these efforts were driven by State Housing Authorities (SHAs) with a concern 
to address problems associated with large concentrations of public housing 
properties (Lilley, 2005; Spiller, Gibbins & Swan, 2000).  Other initiatives in the 
Australian context were experiments in place management to improve service 
delivery (Mant, 1998, 2000, 2002; Thompson, Reddel, Woolcock, Muirhead & 
Jones, 2003; Walsh, 2001).  However, as will be explored in more detail in 
Chapter Two, public policy in Australia has generally failed to sustain a focus on 
place-based approaches at a scale compared to that of the UK, the USA and other 
OECD countries.   
In the Queensland context, the establishment of the Community Renewal 
Program by the Queensland Government in 1998 was the clearest example of a 
place-based or area-based program to respond to the multi-dimensional nature of 
disadvantage in a number of communities throughout Queensland.  The 
program’s establishment in the mid-1990s arose, in part, by then recent research 
that highlighted some areas or suburbs in Queensland were experiencing 
concentrated poverty and other related forms of disadvantage much more so than 
others.   
The remainder of this Chapter introduces Community Renewal as a place-based 
initiative in Queensland.  It then goes on to outline the research aims and 
objectives including the key research questions, the research approach adopted 
and a justification for this approach.  Finally an outline of the thesis is provided.   
The introduction of the Community Renewal Program as a 
‘place-based’ initiative in Queensland (1998-2001) 
The CRP commenced in September 1998 as part of a crime prevention policy 
‘package’ initiated by the Queensland Government at that time.  Whilst the 
program was administered by the Department of Housing, it had a strong whole-
of-government focus and actively sought to engage other government 
departments in the planning and delivery of improved outcomes for local areas 
suffering multiple disadvantages such as high unemployment, high crime rates, 
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drug and alcohol problems, school failure, anti-social behaviour and high rates of 
public and private rental housing.   
In the 1998-99 State Budget, the program was allocated funding of AU$37.5m 
for the period 1998-99 to 2000-01 with 12 areas designated as renewal areas in 
Queensland – Caboolture, Deception Bay, Eagleby, Garbutt (Townsville), 
Goodna, Inala, Kingston, Leichhardt, Loganlea, Manoora (West Cairns), 
Riverview and Woodridge5.  Figure 1 below provides a locational indication of 
these areas in the state of Queensland, Australia.   
It was also envisaged that the area-based approach of the CRP would present a 
challenge to established ways of planning and resourcing the delivery of state 
government programs at the local level.  There was a particular emphasis on, 
first, meaningful partnerships, coordination and integration between all 
Department of Housing programs, other government departments and local 
councils to achieve the desired broad outcomes and, second, local community 
consultation and involvement in the planning and development of initiatives in 
the targeted local areas (Department of Housing, 1998).   
This ‘new way of working’ with an emphasis on ‘partnerships, coordination and 
integration’ and ‘community involvement’ presented complex governance 
challenges.  These challenges included a shift from traditional, hierarchical ways 
of working by government departments and, in particular, by the Department of 
Housing, to a stronger focus on networked arrangements at multiple levels 
involving multiple stakeholders, both within government but also beyond 
government (including local community members, local councils and the non-
government and private sectors).  These governance networks were necessary 
because government, on its own, could not achieve improved outcomes for the 
targeted areas – the involvement of other stakeholders beyond government was 
needed.  However, this did not mean a diminished role for government but rather 
a more ‘hybrid’ form of governance whereby the various networks are formed 
and operated ‘in the shadow of hierarchy’ (Scharpf, 1994; Whitehead, 2003).  As 
Scharpf (1994) points out, ‘the state will often have defined (or even created) the 
                                                             
5 The characteristics of these areas indicating the levels of disadvantage are outlined in Table 1 and 
discussed more fully in Chapter Two.   
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groups and corporate actors whose agreement will be required, and the 
procedures through which it is to be obtained’ (1994: 41).  Adams and Hess 
(2010) make a similar point in that government is required to provide both a 
‘powerful authorising environment’ and a ‘framework for operationalising’ 
place-based initiatives.   
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Figure 1: Queensland Community Renewal Area Locality Map 
 
Source: Department of Housing (2002).   
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Governance challenges for place-based initiatives 
The implementation and, in particular, the governance of these types of place-
based initiatives to respond to the complex problems of disadvantaged areas is 
highly problematic.  In order to develop a clearer understanding it is proposed 
that a new conceptualisation of governance be presented comprising of two 
fundamental defining components.  These are expressed in terms of an analytical 
distinction of the interdependence of means and ends as follows: 
(a) Governance is about the ends of collective action by multiple state and 
non-state actors to achieve coordination of social life through the 
implementation of a public purpose to address complex societal problems 
which cannot be dealt with by the state acting alone but which require 
authorisation by the state.   
(b) Governance is about the means of collective action by multiple state and 
non-state actors, drawing upon a range of institutions, instruments and 
resources that constructively engage those involved through interaction 
and communication in order to achieve governance outcomes.   
This new conceptualisation of governance is innovative in that it makes an 
analytical distinction of the interdependence of means and ends of governance 
which is generally lacking in most definitions of the concept.  The implications 
of this way of conceptualising the notion of governance are explored in detail in 
Chapter Three of this thesis which presents nine theoretical propositions relating 
to governance.   
There are five key reasons that relate to the complexity of governance for place-
based initiatives to respond to the complex problems of disadvantaged areas.  
First, there can be a lack of a clear theoretical and empirical understanding of the 
inter-related nature of the problems facing disadvantaged areas.  Second, 
government needs to rely on a range of other actors for implementation of policy 
and programs.  Third, this reliance on others, particularly non-state actors, places 
a strain on the traditional way in which government works – new ways of 
working are required, in particular the role of network arrangements in which 
government is but one stakeholder.  Fourth, this raises problems relating to what 
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appropriate governance arrangements need to be established to manage policy 
and program implementation.  Together, all these issues raise the question of the 
nature and role of the state.  These five issues are complex, inter-twined and 
shifting, indicating the need for those involved, particularly government actors, to 
embrace new forms of practice and behaviours.  Each of these issues is further 
explored below.   
Lack of a clear theoretical and empirical understanding 
Social programs, including urban regeneration programs, are ‘theories incarnate’ 
– they embody a set of ideas about how and why the program will generate 
positive benefits (Pawson & Tilley, 1997).  Unfortunately, these ‘theories’ are 
rarely closely examined, which can lead to the repeated introduction of 
interventions that might or might not work.  The lack of a clear theoretical 
framework to inform intervention is not uncommon in the field of neighbourhood 
renewal.  One international study on neighbourhood renewal notes:   
Consistent theories have rarely driven neighbourhood policies … Only 
recently has attention been paid to defining hypotheses that lend 
understanding to the dynamics of neighbourhood change … Put another 
way, our policies until recently have been guided by a varied, often 
disparate, set of ideologies. … possible explanations .. have been tested 
only by anecdote and by limited evaluations of specific cases over short 
periods. (Kaplan, 1991:34) 
This study goes on to note that without guiding theories and clear-cut objectives, 
neighbourhood policies have rarely reflected definitive strategies.  The danger 
with this approach is that it can lead to a ‘negative cycle of reinforcement’ in 
program implementation (Stewart, Goss & Gillanders, 1999).  With an 
inadequate understanding of the problems (including how they are inter-related) 
and unclear theories of change, this leads to a lack of clarity about objectives and 
optimal interventions, leading to muddled implementation and an inability to 
determine ‘what works’, which feeds back into an inadequate analysis of the 
problems.   
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Reliance on multiple stakeholders including community involvement 
As government seeks to intervene to bring about improvements in these areas, it 
is clear that government cannot act alone – it is necessary to involve a broad 
array of stakeholders and non-state actors, including the residents of these areas 
(Arthurson, 2003; Booth, 2005; Carley, 2000; Maginn, 2007).  This is because 
No single actor, public or private, has all knowledge and information 
required to solve complex, dynamic and diversified problems; no single 
actor has sufficient overview to make the application of needed 
instruments effective; no single actor has sufficient action potential to 
dominate unilaterally in a particular governing model (Kooiman, 1993a: 
4).   
This reliance on multiple stakeholders raises issues of competing interests and 
power differentials amongst these stakeholders and the problem of collective 
action.  Several questions arise such as: is it possible to cooperate for a greater 
good, under what conditions and what are the constraints on agency in these 
settings?   
A particular issue is how the local community is involved in these initiatives, 
especially ordinary local residents as well as local community leaders, non-
government organisations (NGOs) and others.  The notions of community 
participation and broad-based community involvement are consistent themes in 
any discussion about area-based approaches to renewal or regeneration (Alterman 
& Cars, 1991; Arthurson, 2003; DETR, 2000; Keating, 2000; Maginn, 2007; 
OECD, 1996, 1998; Savini, 2011; SEU, 2000).  The central theme running 
through these discussions is that the community must have a key role in decision-
making and shaping local solutions.  Research on renewal or regeneration 
programs across OECD nations indicates that past government initiatives to 
encourage community participation in policy formulation and service delivery 
have been generally positive about the intentions, but less successful in terms of 
outcomes.  The OECD research sums this up in the following way: 
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The overwhelming conclusion is that the institutional framework has 
rarely delivered the kind of balanced, participative and inclusive 
governance that they promised. (OECD, 1998: 106)  
The rationale and benefits of local community involvement are often expressed 
through the literature in terms of, first, the local community is best positioned to 
identify the nature and extent of problems as well as local resources and hence 
have a degree of expertise;  second, because of this knowledge, local community 
members are also able to inform local solutions that are more likely to be 
workable responses to identified problems; and third, community involvement is 
essential for ongoing sustainability of responses once resources and special 
support is withdrawn or phased out of a local area.   
At the same time, however, there is an increasing recognition of problems with 
the notion of ‘community’ in the delivery of government policy initiatives 
(Adams & Hess, 2001; Bryson & Mowbray, 1981; Everingham, 2001; Eversole, 
2011; Head, 2007; Ingamells, 2007; Mowbray, 2005; Reddel, 2005; Reddel & 
Woolcock, 2004).  Communities are clearly not homogeneous and there can be 
problems with achieving representativeness that includes a diversity of 
perspectives, values and a sense of identity within any place.  In addition, 
community views, expectations and opinions can vary widely and may in fact 
yield conflicting or contradictory directions for action.  There are also issues of 
leadership and capacity for involvement in problem identification and planning 
which can vary widely across communities.   
This poses a particular challenge for both how government works and for the 
type of governance arrangements that are most appropriate.   
Challenges for how government governs 
Government reliance on a broad range of other non-state actors places a strain on 
the traditional way in which government works.  The conventional hierarchical 
structures of government and public policy-making may not be appropriate, 
particularly for local governance to address highly complex problems confronting 
communities – more collaborative efforts that bring together the full array of 
government and non-state actors are required to effectively respond to these 
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problems (Keast, Mandell, Brown & Woolcock, 2004).  In these settings, a 
‘networked’ approach to governance (Keast, 2003) may be much more 
appropriate and necessary because it offers the opportunity to achieve such 
collaboration.  Whereas in the past, governments had adopted a market approach 
to achieve outcomes (Osbourne & Gaebler, 1992), this approach led to 
fragmented service delivery because governments came to rely on many 
contractors in a market of private providers (Davis & Rhodes, 2000).  This 
situation led to a turn to networks to bring the tatted threads back together (Keast, 
2011; Keast, Mandell, Brown & Woolcock, 2004;).  As Davis and Rhodes note: 
Marketisation may have introduced the private sector and price and 
quality competition to delivering public services, but it also fragmented 
the institutional infrastructure of the public sector.  Networks put it back 
together again (2000: 95).   
According to Bevir and Rhodes (2001), ‘networks are the defining characteristics 
of governance’ and provide ‘a coordinating mechanism notably different from 
markets and hierarchies’ (p. 55-6).  The importance of governance as network 
has been especially highlighted by Rhodes who stipulates that ‘governance refers 
to self-organising, interorganisational networks’ (1996: 660) that complement 
markets and hierarchies as governing structures for allocating resources and 
exercising control and coordination.  According to Rhodes (2000b), governance 
networks involved in the delivery of a range of public services are characterised 
by an interdependence between organisations, continuing interactions between 
network members, game-like interactions rooted in trust and a significant degree 
of autonomy from the state.   
Rhodes (1996) claims that networks are a pervasive feature of service delivery in 
Britain and are characterised by trust and mutual adjustment.  They present a 
challenge to governability because they become autonomous and resist central 
guidance from the state, which has only ‘loose leverage’ (Rhodes, 1996: 666).  
The rise of ‘the new governance’ is the outcome of processes which he describes 
as ‘the hollowing out of the state’ whereby the role and functions of government 
have been reduced and become more fragmented through privatisation, 
devolution to alternative agencies and an increased role for supranational bodies 
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such as the European Union (EU) (Rhodes, 1996).  Thus, new governance is 
characterised by a process of ‘governing without government’ (Rhodes, 1994, 
1996, 1997a).   
Establishing appropriate governance arrangements 
This then leads to a fourth key challenge – establishing appropriate governance 
arrangements at a number of different levels (local governance and central 
governance arrangements) for the planning and implementation of appropriate 
responses.  However, this can raise some potential tensions between local 
governance arrangements and other levels of governance, particularly central 
governance mechanisms.  Generally, area-based programs are likely to 
experience a tension between local direction setting and central direction setting.  
Often, formal public programs set program objectives that leave little room for 
local actors to define their problems and means for solving them.  As a result, 
programs are either implemented from the top-down without adequate 
understanding of the dynamics of local institutional processes or are 
‘conscripted’ by local actors as another means to address local issues (Bogason, 
2000).  This does not mean that program objectives must be disregarded but 
rather: 
… it is important to realise how actors in the locality define their 
problems and then use any means for solving them.  This may be in 
perfect harmony with the official program objectives, but often it is only 
to some degree (Bogason, 2000: 177).   
The role of the state 
Together, the four issues discussed above raises questions about the nature and 
role of the state and the role of other institutions and actors.  In much of the 
governance literature, it is argued that the state has been ‘hollowed out’ (Provan 
& Millward, 2001; Rhodes, 1994), that there has been a ‘decline in central 
government’s ability to steer society’ (Jordan, Wurzel & Zito, 2005: 480) and 
that ‘the sovereign state … is losing its grip and is being replaced by new ideas 
about pluricentric government based on interdependence, negotiation and trust’ 
(Sorensen & Torfing, 2007: 3).  The point often being made in these discussions 
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is that the state is but one player, and possibly a minor one at that, in societal 
governance.  Is this really the case and what other perspectives can help 
understand the role of the state?   
In the immediate post-war period of the 1950s and 1960s, governments 
throughout the Western world were characterised by high profile interventions in 
the economy and social life.  Hence, this period witnessed the expansion of the 
welfare state, increased spending on public services and the emergence of 
ambitious government programs to address major social issues, for example ‘The 
Great Society’ programs in the US (Pierre & Peters, 2000).  This was a period 
characterised as ‘government-is-the-answer’.   
During this period leading into the 1970s, governance evolved through three 
successive phases: first, a focus on planning (how to steer); second, a focus on 
policy development (the instruments for steering); and third, a focus on policy 
implementation (steering failures) sparked off by Pressman and Wildavsky’s 
(1973) famous study of implementation of public program.   
However, by the 1980s and early 1990s, government became re-defined, not as 
the solution to social problems but as the key cause of these problems.  During 
this period a consensus emerged that ‘the state has become too big, too costly, 
too rigid, too standardised and too insensitive to individual identities’ (Considine, 
2001: 5).   
Essentially, the argument is, because government is now so reliant on a range of 
other non-state actors to achieve outcomes (as noted above) and because an 
increasing number of policy decisions are being taken in and through self-
organising policy networks (also noted above), government authority and power 
have been dispersed and greatly diminished, resulting in a fundamental 
transformation in the role of the state.   
Bell and Hindmore (2009) oppose what they call the ‘society-centred’ view of 
governance on which the criticisms of government mentioned above are based.  
Instead, they ‘argue for a definition of governance from a state-centric relational 
perspective and define governance as the tools, strategies and relationships used 
by governments to help govern (p. 2, original emphasis).  They suggest that 
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claims about an increasing government use of markets and network arrangements 
are exaggerated and point out that ‘even where government have chosen to cede 
some of their authority to non-state actors, they always retain the authority to 
change governance arrangements’ (Bell & Hindmore, 2009: 11).  That is, 
governments and state agencies play a key role in meta-governance or the 
‘government of governance’ whereby state and governmental hierarchies have a 
crucial role in coordinating the activities of governance regimes (Whitehead, 
2003).  In terms of the governance of urban regeneration, Davies (2002) argues 
that in the mix of hierarchy, market and network, hierarchy is more pervasive 
than network.  This is in contrast to others who indicate that networks are more 
pervasive and /or that the governance mode shifts according to stage of 
development or issues.   
Rather than the state receding in relevance or disappearing, it is still extremely 
relevant for social action for it brings with it resources and legitimacy to act in 
ways no private citizen could do on their own.  This is what Bogason (2000) calls 
‘the public power’ (p13) and what Adams and Hess (2010) refer to as the 
‘powerful authorising environment’ (p8).  However, this does not mean that there 
are not challenges facing the state and its agents:  
The modern state and its rational organisations, then, are undergoing 
change through many forces which may be somewhat at odds with one 
another.  The state is not disappearing, however, but some of its agents 
are becoming challenged (Bogason, 2000: 5).   
This thesis explores each of the issues discussed above through a case study of 
the first phase of implementation of the CRP in Queensland over the period 
1998-2001.  The following section sets out the overall purpose of the case study 
in terms of the study aims and objectives including the key research questions.   
STUDY AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 
The notion of ‘governance’ has become prominent in public administration and 
management discourse over the past decade or more, and this is also the case in 
relation to urban regeneration initiatives (Booth, 2005; Carley, 2000; Davies, 
2002; Elander, 2002; Engberg & Larson, 2010; Fagotto & Fung, 2006; Goss, 
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2001; Henderson, 2012; Johnson & Osborne, 2003; Pierre, 2005; Rowe & 
Devanney, 2003; Whitehead, 2003, 2007).  However, despite the currency of the 
term, there is a degree of confusion about what governance actually means and 
how it relates to concepts of ‘governing’ and ‘government’ (Lemieux, 2000; 
Jessop, 1998; Rhodes, 1997; Bell & Hindmore, 2009).  This confusion is also 
evident in the urban regeneration arena where networks have played a prominent 
role in the implementation of place-based initiatives but have also operated ‘in 
the shadow of hierarchy’ (Davies, 2002; Whitehead, 2003, 2007).   
A focus on governance has been an important feature of government initiatives 
aimed at regenerating local communities, largely because these types of programs 
typically involve complex partnership arrangements between a number of sectors 
(public, private and community) and other stakeholders (Bogason, 2000; Carley, 
2000; Geddes, 2000; Rowe & Devanney, 2003).   
This study explores the concept of governance, particularly as it relates to urban 
regeneration initiatives in local disadvantaged areas.  The research focuses on the 
implementation of the first phase of Queensland’s CRP in 12 disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods during the period 1998-99 to June 2001.   
The research seeks to make an original contribution to developing a clearer 
theoretical, practical and policy understanding of the local governance and public 
policy arrangements required to more effectively respond to contemporary 
disadvantaged local communities.  Whilst there is a reasonably large body of 
literature on this issue within the UK, there is much more limited Australian 
research in this area, particularly as it relates to overcoming entrenched social 
disadvantage.  Whilst there has been a significant amount of literature on re-
development of public housing estates (Arthurson, 1998, 2001; Hanlon, 2010; 
Hayward, 1996; Hoatson & Grace, 2002; Keating, 2000; Randolph & Judd, 2000; 
Spiller, Gibbins, & Swan, 2000; Stevens, 1995), there has been a more limited 
but emerging Australian research on broader approaches to addressing 
concentrated disadvantage (Judd & Randolph, 2006; Klein, 2004; Lilley, 2005; 
Pawson, Davison & Wiesel, 2012; Randolph, 2003, 2004; Ware, Gronda & Vitis, 
2010).   
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The objective of this thesis is to provide a clearer theoretical and empirical 
understanding of two key research questions:   
RQ1: What can be learnt from an analysis of the implementation of the first 
phase of the Community Renewal Program over the period 1998 to 2001 
in terms of governance arrangements to respond to neighbourhoods with 
high levels of social disadvantage?   
RQ2: On that basis, what are the public policy and practice implications for 
government in accommodating appropriate local governance 
arrangements for implementing new and/or emerging renewal strategies?   
Within these two broad research questions, there are a series of more specific 
sub-questions to be explored including the following:   
 How can we understand the policy and institutional constraints on 
government’s participation in local governance arrangements for 
renewing disadvantaged areas?   
 What were the key roles and institutional arrangements involved in the 
governance of the Community Renewal Program?   
 How were some of the tensions and issues involved in governance 
managed and resolved?   
In this way, the implementation of the CRP provides a case study to inform new 
and/or emerging attempts to respond to local areas experiencing entrenched 
disadvantage.  Hence, the primary research strategy adopted for this thesis is an 
exploratory, retrospective, single-case embedded design (Yin, 1989).   
This thesis re-examines primarily qualitative data collected as part of an 
evaluation of the first phase of the CRP in Queensland, 1998-2001, as an 
exemplar of place-based governance – that is, the key methodology is a 
secondary analysis of qualitative data which uses data from a prior study ‘in 
order to pursue a research interest which is distinct from that of the original 
work’ (Heaton, 1998: 1).  The use of secondary analysis of qualitative data and 
the relationship between the original research and this thesis is discussed in 
greater detail in Chapter Four.   
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RESEARCH APPROACH 
Whilst the notion of the secondary analysis of quantitative data is well 
established as a research methodology, the development of secondary analysis of 
qualitative data ‘has been slower and more controversial’ (Heaton, 2008: 36).  
However, this approach has matured considerably over recent years, spurred on 
by the establishment of qualitative data archives and repositories, including those 
in Australia (Chesire, Brown & Emmison, 2009; Heaton, 2008; Long-Sutehall, 
Sque, & Addington-Hall, 2011; Mason, 2007; Searle, 2011).   
The primary data for this research is derived largely from qualitative interviews 
and focus groups collected by the researcher who led a small team for an 
evaluation of the first phase of the CRP in Queensland over the period 1998 to 
2001.  The research reported in this thesis involves a secondary analysis of the 
qualitative data from that formal evaluation process.  Further background is 
provided in Chapter Four.   
Three key methods were used in the original research.  First, through the use of 
focus groups and interviews, a rich set of qualitative data was generated enabling 
an in-depth secondary analysis of the perspectives of a broad cross-section of 
stakeholders.  At the time, these stakeholders included local residents involved in 
the Community Reference Groups (CRGs) across the 12 CRP sites, local 
government staff and elected representatives (councillors), local Members of 
Parliament (MPs), staff of other government departments (both regional and 
head-office), Department of Housing area office staff and CRP staff.  Overall, the 
qualitative data involved 216 participants.  This was a significant sample size for 
a largely qualitative study (Dworkin, 2012; Mason, 2010; Morse, 2000; 
Thomson, 2011).   
Judd and Randolph (2006), in examining the evaluation of a number of 
community renewal-type programs in Australia, argue that ‘qualitative methods 
are more easily managed by researchers and offer more insightful assessments 
than quantitatively based approaches’ (p. 106).  They discuss the tensions 
between quantitative and qualitative approaches to evaluating community 
renewal-type initiatives, pointing out the deficiencies of only using quantitative 
approaches in the following way: 
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Qualitative methods can provide a much richer understanding of the 
underlying social and behavioural dynamics associated with renewal and 
neighbourhood change … While survey and other data may show trends, 
qualitative research can offer explanation (Judd & Randolph, 2006: 106).   
The qualitative data re-examined in this research is the only available large scale 
qualitative data set on community renewal efforts in Queensland.   
Second, this qualitative data set was complemented by a survey of nine of the 12 
Community Reference Groups.  The purpose of the survey was to determine first, 
the extent to which these groups were reflective of their local communities and 
second, how effectively they function as perceived by members of the 
Community Reference Groups.  A total of 214 surveys were completed.   
Third, these methods were supplemented by a review and analysis of program 
documentation and records.  Key records and documents included Program 
guidelines and other policy documents, as well as completed and draft 
Community Action Plans (CAPs) for each area.   
JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RESEARCH 
The focus of this thesis is on local governance as it relates to addressing areas of 
concentrated disadvantage.  Addressing concentrated urban poverty and 
disadvantage is an important issue because of the impact these areas have on 
people’s lives, particularly children and young people (discussed further below).  
However, the problem of how to most effectively address local areas of 
significant social and economic disadvantage remains a vexed one.   
There is now a significant body of literature that explores what is termed 
‘neighbourhood effects’ – that is, whether, in disadvantaged neighbourhoods, 
inequalities are essentially compositional, with individuals’ well-being depending 
on their own characteristics (or their family’s) or whether a concentration of 
disadvantaged groups in particular areas gives rise to externalities that impact 
adversely on well-being (Buck, 2001; Dietz, 2002; Ellen & Turner, 1997; Farrell, 
Aubry, & Coulombe, 2004; Friedrichs, Galster, & Musterd, 2003; Galster, 
2003, 2012; Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Musterd, Ostendorf, & Vos, 2003; Pawson, 
Davidson & Wiesel, 2012; Rankin & Quane, 2002; Sampson, Morenoff, & 
20 
 
Gannon-Rowley, 2002).  This research indicates there is an impact of place on 
people’s characteristics and behaviours beyond that expected from individual and 
family characteristics.   
As mentioned earlier, the publication of William Julius Wilson’s (1987) book, 
The Truly Disadvantaged, was particularly important for stimulating research on 
neighbourhood effects (see also Katz, 2004).  Wilson’s research showed that the 
concentration of joblessness and poverty seen in the inner cities of North 
America had detrimental effects on families and children living in those 
impoverished neighbourhoods.   
There is also emerging Australian evidence that growing up in neighbourhoods of 
concentrated disadvantage has particularly adverse impacts on children in terms 
of their social/emotional well-being and learning outcomes (Edwards, 2006; 
Edwards & Bromfield, 2010).  Children living in the most disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods had lower social/emotional and learning outcomes, especially for 
boys (Edwards, 2006).  This is consistent with international research in this area 
(Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, & Aber, 1997; Coulton, Korbin, & Su, 1999; Drukker, 
Kaplan, Feron, & van Os, 2003).   
The picture is similar for adolescents.  Andrews, Green, and Mangan (2002, 
2004) found that, after controlling for personal, family and individual effects, 
young people from the lowest 20% of neighbourhoods by income have a higher 
probability of unemployment until at least age 21.  Once again, this is consistent 
with international research (Bellair & Roscigno, 2000; Beyers, Bates, Pettit, & 
Dodge, 2003; Crowder & South, 2003; Harding, 2003; Holloway & Mulherin, 
2004).  For example, Harding (2003) shows that when two groups of children 
who are identical at age 10 on observed variables (such as family income, 
parents’ education, welfare receipt, family structure) experience different 
neighbourhood contexts during adolescence – those who grow up in high-poverty 
neighbourhoods are more likely to drop out of high school and have a teenage 
pregnancy than those who grow up in a low-poverty neighbourhood.   
Given the growing weight of evidence of the impacts of living in areas of 
concentrated disadvantage, the question of how to respond to these areas has 
important policy and practice implications.  Typical responses have included 
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attempts at tenure diversification to create a better ‘social mix’ (Arthurson, 2002, 
2005, 2008; Atkinson, 2008; Randolph, Wood, Holloway & Buck, 2004; Wood, 
2003), dispersal and/or mobility programs (Clampet-Lundquist & Massey, 2008; 
de Souza Briggs, Popkin, & Goering, 2010; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2003) 
and neighbourhood renewal-type programs that seek to address a broader range 
of issues beyond housing (Judd & Randolph, 2006; SEU, 1998, 2001).  This 
thesis seeks to make a contribution to this area of inquiry by understanding the 
governance of a significant program initiative for addressing disadvantaged areas 
in order to inform future efforts.   
TERMINOLOGY 
There are two key issues to clarify relating to terminology.  The first relates to 
the nature and objectives of government intervention to improve areas of 
concentrated disadvantage.  The second relates to the spatial scale at which 
intervention is aimed.   
Various terms have been used to describe government intervention and programs 
to improve areas of concentrated disadvantage across various jurisdictions within 
OECD countries since World War II.  These terms are often used 
interchangeably, yet there are subtle, and at times, not so subtle differences.  
These differences can be attributed to the goals or objectives of the various 
initiatives.  The terms include ‘urban regeneration’, ‘urban renewal’, ‘community 
renewal’, ‘neighbourhood renewal’, ‘public housing redevelopment’, 
‘strengthening communities’.  In the period prior to World War II, the term ‘slum 
clearance’ was also a popularly used notion (Coleman, 1970; Lloyd & Troy, 
1981).   
Judd and Randolph (2006) distinguish between ‘urban renewal’ and ‘community 
renewal’ programs.  The former refers to efforts focused primarily on the 
physical redevelopment of large public housing estates including improvements 
to housing design and maintenance, sales of housing to the private sector to 
achieve a better social mix and improvements to local streets and parks.  On the 
other hand, ‘community renewal’ programs have a stronger focus on social and 
community outcomes and generally use a much broader range of interventions to 
achieve improved social cohesion and other wider social objectives.   
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A key distinguishing feature of these various terms is the overarching goal or 
objective of the intervention.  As will be shown in Chapter Three, early attempts 
to respond to local areas of disadvantage had a strong focus on improving the 
physical environment, in particular reducing the concentration of public housing 
through ‘urban renewal’ or ‘public housing redevelopment’ initiatives.  In 
contrast, other interventions came with a much broader focus than simply 
housing or the physical environment.  For example, the UK’s National Strategy 
for Neighbourhood Renewal (NSNR) launched in 2001 had a vision of ‘within 10 
to 20 years no-one should be seriously disadvantaged by where they live’ (SEU, 
2001: 8) and two long-term goals:  
• ‘in all the poorest neighbourhoods to have common goals of lower 
worklessness and crime, and better health, skills, housing and physical 
environment’ 
• ‘to narrow the gap on these measures between the most deprived 
neighbourhoods and the rest of the country’ (SEU, 2001: 8).   
The key point of these goals was an explicit acknowledgement that previous 
regeneration programs had failed to reverse the decline of disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods because they had not addressed fully the complexity of the 
underpinning causes (high unemployment, higher levels of crime, poorer health, 
lack of skills as well as high rates of public housing and other factors) and their 
inter-relationships.   
For the purposes of this thesis, Judd and Randolph’s (2006) distinction between 
‘urban renewal’ and ‘community renewal’ is a useful one.  Within the 
Queensland context, the CRP was also an attempt to take a much broader focus.  
It was complemented by a parallel initiative, the Urban Renewal program, which 
had a narrower focus on public housing redevelopment to reduce the proportion 
of public housing dwellings in designated suburbs.  Not all areas targeted for 
CRP had an Urban Renewal component but, of the 12 initial CRP suburbs, nine 
did.   
Another potentially confusing issue requiring clarification is the spatial scale at 
which these initiatives are aimed.  The terms ‘neighbourhood’ and ‘community’ 
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are often used but, as Ware, Gronda and Vitis (2010) point out, these terms are 
rarely, if at all, defined.  Martin (2003) identifies the myriad meanings of 
neighbourhood, highlighting the contingency and flexibility of the concept.  She 
argues that neighbourhoods are as much socially produced as they are physically.   
There are a number of question that arise.  What is meant by ‘neighbourhood’?  
How are neighbourhood dynamics affected by factors at higher levels (regional 
and state)?  How can neighbourhood-level interventions have a meaningful 
impact on broader structural forces such as unemployment and macro-economic 
policy?   
Similarly, the notion of ‘community’ is a highly contested one with multiple 
meanings and definitions, many of which are not necessarily related to spatial 
areas (Adams & Hess, 2001; Bryson & Mowbray, 1981; Everingham, 2001; 
Lilley, 2005; Smith, 1996).   
For the purposes of this thesis, the spatial unit of analysis is 12 suburbs of 
Queensland.  This is driven by the focus of the CRP which targeted particular 
suburbs.  In part, this was due to the lack of data for smaller areas.  The 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS, 2011) define suburbs as ‘an ABS 
approximation of localities gazetted by the Geographical Place Name authority in 
each State and Territory (S/T).  The boundaries and statistics produced for State 
Suburbs (SSCs) are constructed from Statistical Areas Level 1 (SA1s’) (ABS, 
2011: 14).  The suburbs at the time of this study had populations ranging from 
just over 2,100 to just over 17,000 residents.   
OUTLINE OF THE THESIS 
This Chapter has provided the background to the research, identified the research 
questions, justified the research and pointed to the methodology to be utilised.  
Chapter Two provides the Australian historical and institutional context of public 
policy aimed at responding to disadvantaged areas.  Chapter Three explores 
governance theory from a broad range of literatures to develop a new, integrative 
definition of governance and a set of nine theoretical propositions flowing from 
the definition.  Chapter Four sets out the research approach and associated 
methods for examining place-based governance.   
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Chapter Five provides a detailed secondary analysis of the qualitative data 
collected on the implementation of the CRP, including the within case sub-units 
of analysis exploring differences in perspectives amongst research participants.  
Chapter Six synthesises the empirical analysis with the theoretical propositions to 
arrive at a set of six place-based governance principles.  Finally, Chapter Seven 
presents the conclusions including directions for future research.   
CONCLUSION 
This Chapter has set out the broad background to the research, identified study 
aims, objectives and the key research questions, provided a brief indication of the 
research approach, the significance for the research and clarified issues with 
terminology.  The following Chapter examines the Australian and Queensland 
historical and institutional context for the research topic, presenting a central 
argument that, in comparison to other OECD countries, Australian public policy 
has largely failed to respond to areas of concentrated area disadvantage.  Several 
reasons are put forward to explain why this might be the case.   
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CHAPTER 2: PLACE GOVERNANCE – THE AUSTRALIAN AND 
QUEENSLAND CONTEXT 
 
INTRODUCTION 
The previous Chapter introduced the focus of the research on the implementation 
of the CRP in Queensland over the period 1998-2001.  A number of governance 
challenges for place-based initiatives were also identified along with a particular 
definition of governance.  The Chapter also set out the research aims and key 
questions and the broad research approach.   
This Chapter situates the research topic within its historical and administrative 
context.  It will be argued that over the period between the mid-1990s and the 
mid-2000s there was a ‘(re)discovery’ of the importance of place as a public 
policy concern for government in dealing with disadvantaged areas.  The CRP 
was the first serious attempt by the Queensland Government to adopt a place-
based strategy to deal with social problems.   
Five broad areas for the background of the emergence of the CRP will be 
explored within the Australian context.  First, the broader public policy historical 
context at a national level will be examined.  Here it will be shown that, 
historically, there has been a failure at a Commonwealth level to address spatial 
disadvantage and that state governments have been required to pick up this role 
with programs like the CRP in Queensland and similar programs in other states.   
Second, emerging in the mid-1990s for the first time, there was the advent of an 
Australian scholarly, research and advocacy focus on the spatial patterns of 
disadvantage, particularly by scholars such as Gregory and Hunter (1995a, 
1995b) at a national level and Thornthwaite, Kinston and Walsh (1995) in the 
Queensland context (see also Walsh & Mengede, 1997).  This research provided 
some impetus to act, particularly for the Queensland Government.   
Third, this scholarly, research and advocacy focus on spatial disadvantage had a 
direct influence on the establishment of the CRP as a program, but also within the 
context of other political imperatives.   
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Fourth, there was a growing pressure for government and public administration 
to deal more effectively with seemingly intractable and complex problems, while 
at the same time, there was a growing realisation that the mechanisms of 
government were not adequate to achieve this (Mant, 2002; Latham, 1998).  This 
was a period that witnessed a number of ‘experiments’ in place management as a 
potential response.   
The fifth issue to explore is why there has been a failure by Australian public 
policy to respond to urban poverty, particularly in comparison with other OECD 
countries such as the UK and the US.  Several reasons are set out as to why this 
may be the case.   
The final section of this Chapter provides a detailed overview of the CRP 
including the key stakeholders and the associated governance arrangements.  This 
overview is important to understand in order to make sense of the key findings 
discussed in later Chapters.   
THE HISTORICAL FAILURE TO ADDRESS SPATIAL DISADVANTAGE 
Minimalist response from Federation to the 1970s 
At a national level, Australian public policy responses to urban poverty and area 
disadvantage have been conspicuous by their absence.  Even in terms of urban 
and regional policy, Commonwealth intervention has been, at best, ambiguous.  
Rather, the Commonwealth’s role has tended to focus more on housing provision, 
initially driven by a lack of housing in the post-war years commencing in 1918 
when a War Service Homes Commission was established.  There was also a 
concern with ‘slum clearance’ in the 1930s (Lloyd & Troy, 1981).   
An important development was the establishment of a Commonwealth Housing 
Commission in 1943 and the negotiation of the first Commonwealth-State 
Housing Agreement (CSHA) at the conclusion of World War II (Troy, 2012).  
The Commonwealth Housing Commission coordinated ‘slum clearance’ for 
designated areas requiring extensive demolition and re-planning, such as 
Woolloomooloo in Sydney (Gleeson & Low, 2000).  The initial CSHA under the 
Chifley Government had a strong ‘welfare’ character with an emphasis on 
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providing funds to the states for building rental dwellings for allocation on a 
needs basis (Troy, 2012).   
One of the first reports in Australia on urban renewal by Colman noted:   
In the field of urban renewal, Australia lags far behind such countries as 
Britain, Canada and the United States.  With the exception of Victoria, 
there has been only passing attention in Australia to the tasks of devising 
suitable legislative or administrative machinery for renewal and of 
mobilizing the resources necessary to tackle the job. (1970: 6) 
Colman’s (1970) report highlighted the reluctance of successive Commonwealth 
Governments in the 1950s and 60s to address issues of urban renewal for 
disadvantaged suburbs.  Successive conferences of state housing ministers dating 
from 1958 through to 1968 had been calling on the Commonwealth to provide 
additional funds to assist with ‘slum clearance’ and to prepare plans for urban 
renewal.  The Ministers’ conference of July 1968 resolved that ‘urban 
development is a matter of urgent national significance and one such as to call for 
the maximum participation of all appropriate authorities concerned at Federal, 
State and Local government levels’ (Colman, 1970: 76).  Whilst the 
Commonwealth response was to abrogate responsibility for these matters to the 
states, the resolution is noteworthy for its recognition of the need for combined 
effort across all levels of government in order to address the problem.   
For their part, however, the states were generally reluctant to embrace the issues 
associated with urban renewal, with the possible exception of Victoria and New 
South Wales.  Colman concluded his report by noting:   
This study has revealed that in no State of Australia is urban renewal … 
regarded as a legitimate activity of government. … official action has to 
date been concerned only with promoting the redevelopment of so-called 
‘slum’ areas in Sydney and Melbourne.  In Queensland and Tasmania 
there is no evidence of official concern even for slum clearance; in South 
Australia and Western Australia there are signs that a comprehensive, 
broadly based approach to renewal is evolving, but implementation has 
yet to commence (Colman, 1970: 102).   
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In summary, in the period from Federation to well after World War II, Australian 
public policy responses to urban poverty and area disadvantage were minimalist.  
Whilst the Commonwealth had some concern with slum clearance and 
established a housing program, it was clear the states had no focus on urban 
renewal.  It was not until 1972, with the election of the federal Whitlam 
Government, that urban issues emerged on the national public policy agenda.   
The rise and fall of urban affairs as a public policy issue 
Whitlam (1985: 382) notes that ‘the problems of cities had simply not existed as 
a political issue in all the years since Federation’.  Whitlam’s policy speech 
before the 1972 federal election highlighted for the first time a public policy 
concern with locational inequality:   
Whatever benefits employees may secure through negotiation or 
arbitration will be immediately eroded by the costs of living in their 
cities; no amount of wealth redistribution through high wages or lower 
taxes can really offset the inequalities imposed by the physical nature of 
the cities.  Increasingly a citizen’s real standard of living, the health of 
himself and his family, his children’s opportunities for education and self-
improvement, his access to employment opportunities, his ability to enjoy 
the nation’s resources for recreation and culture, his ability to participate 
in the decisions and actions of the community are determined not by his 
income, nor by the hours he works, but by where he lives. (cited in 
Forster, 1999: 29 emphasis added) 
The Whitlam Government approach had a strong regional focus.  A new 
Department of Urban and Regional Development (DURD) was established 
whose role was to analyse, research and coordinate plans for each city and region 
and to advise the government on grants for urban purposes.  It was envisaged that 
the new Department would decrease regional inequalities by advocating regional 
rather than state-based grants, but at the same time work in close cooperation 
with other federal departments and with state and local governments (Whitlam, 
1985: 381).   
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One of the programs established within DURD was the Area Improvement 
Program (AIP).  This program aimed to improve the standards of living and 
opportunities available to people with an initial focus on the western sectors of 
Sydney and Melbourne.  The AIP had a strong focus on physical and 
environmental improvements and encouraged people to become involved in 
solving the problems of their own community (Whitlam, 1985: 398).   
The Whitlam Government also established the Australian Assistance Plan (AAP), 
although this initiative was less concerned with addressing issues of area 
disadvantage per se than with the planning and coordination at a regional level of 
matters affecting social development.  Under the AAP, regional councils for 
social development were established in a number of pilot regions to enable all 
levels of government and local organisations to identify an area’s social needs 
and to plan for measures that would lead to an integrated and comprehensive 
range of responses within the region (Social Welfare Commission, 1976).   
For the purposes of this discussion, the AIP was perhaps the most significant 
policy and program initiative, largely because it was the program most directly 
involved in improving urban living quality and also because it was one of the 
first ‘spatial’ programs to be established.  The AIP took a particular focus on the 
outer western suburbs of Melbourne and Sydney in recognition of the 
deficiencies of these areas.   
There were a number of important features of the AIP identified by Lloyd and 
Troy (1981: 179-182).  The program was recognition that there were ‘suburbs 
with deficiencies’, particularly on the fringes of the capital cities, and that 
remedial action by government was required to address the problems of these 
areas.  Despite the recognition of suburbs with problems, the program adopted a 
regional rather than local focus and funding was allocated to local governments 
through Regional Organisations of Councils for a wide variety of purposes.  The 
program sought to strengthen local government and to encourage coordination 
between the three levels of government.  Funding allocations aimed to broaden 
the focus of local governments to look at the full range of services and facilities 
that were required (welfare services, recreational facilities, etc) rather than the 
traditional focus of local government on ‘services to property’.  Lloyd and Troy 
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(1981) highlighted that ‘a fundamental feature of the program was the 
encouragement of community participation in decision-making’ (1981: 180) and 
that the program sought to direct funds to address issues identified by local 
people.  However, it is not clear how and to what extent this aim of community 
participation was achieved (Lloyd & Troy, 1981).   
The AIP was innovative in nature because it was a ‘spatial’ program – that is, it 
targeted particular spatial areas, unlike traditional programs.  However, there 
were also a number of problems.  First, there were coordination problems for a 
new department that was not recognised as a central agency with a ‘legitimate’ 
coordinating role (such as Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, Treasury 
and Finance) and yet was required to coordinate the government’s urban and 
regional development interests across a number of well-established departments.  
As a result, there was a significant degree of ‘turf warfare’ with other 
Commonwealth government agencies that were oppositional to a program they 
perceived to be ‘moving in on their territory’ (Lloyd & Troy, 1981), creating 
what Oakley (2004: 304) describes as ‘spaces of contestation’ (see also Orchard, 
1999; Nethercote, 2013; Ruming, Tice & Freestone, 2010).   
Areas receiving AIP funds continued to receive funding from other ‘functional’ 
departments and this led to overlap in their activities and decision-making 
processes.  The key mechanism established to enable DURD to undertake a 
coordination role was the Standing Inter-Departmental Committee on Urban and 
Regional Development (SIDCURD).  However, as is the fate of many inter-
departmental committees, SIDCURD proved to be ineffective (Lloyd & Troy, 
1981).  By early 1975, there was ‘agreement that the committee had not 
performed its coordinating and policy formulating role, largely because other 
departments and agencies had not contributed significantly to its work’ (Lloyd & 
Troy, 1981: 120; Oakley, 2004).   
Second, there was a significant degree of conflict with Treasury, particularly in 
relation to one of DURD’s functions to take on responsibility for reviewing 
resource allocation processes for urban and regional development, including 
Commonwealth-State finances.  In part, this was another manifestation of the 
‘turf warfare’ referred to above as the resource allocation function challenged the 
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traditional supremacy of Treasury in all matters of public finance (Nethercote, 
2013).  However, it also signalled another type of turf warfare in terms of 
ideology and paradigms of public administration.  In terms of ideology, DURD 
had a strong interventionist agenda that was unlikely to sit comfortably with the 
traditional market-orientation of Treasury economists.  In terms of public 
administration, DURD was attempting to introduce innovative approaches 
through its resource allocation processes and urban and regional budgeting which 
challenged well-established patterns of operating within the bureaucracy (Lloyd 
& Troy, 1981; Oakley, 2004; Nethercote, 2013).   
Third, the devolution of decision-making to the local level (particularly the wide 
discretion given to local government) was a new mode of operating for the public 
sector and meant that DURD officers had to counter interference from other 
bureaucrats of both commonwealth and state departments in local decision-
making.  It was also very different from the way other initiatives were being 
implemented – for example, the AAP which largely ignored local government.  
Although DURD was attempting to adopt a new mode of working cooperatively 
with state and local governments, these efforts were over-run by other areas of 
Commonwealth administration that were perceived to be part of a broader plot to 
by-pass state and local government (Lloyd & Troy, 1981; Orchard, 1999).   
Ultimately, however, a public policy focus by the Commonwealth on urban 
issues proved to be short-lived with DURD being immediately abolished by the 
Fraser Government in 1975 and the AAP being transferred to the states in 1977, 
thereby ensuring its eventual demise (Oakley, 2004; Ruming, Tice & Freestone, 
2010).  Essentially, DURD’s experience in this period can be seen in terms of 
governance failure in two ways.  First, the spatial focus of DURD’s programs and 
activities clearly challenged existing patterns of public administration and 
program implementation (Oakley, 2004).  This led inevitably to clashes with 
‘accepted’ ways of working, particularly those established by central agencies 
(Nethercote, 2013).  Second, the successful implementation of programs to 
address urban inequalities depended upon managing a complex set of inter-
dependent relationships, both vertically and horizontally (Stillwell & Troy, 
2000).   
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The re-emergence of an urban focus  
Issues of urban and spatial inequality were not to re-emerge on the public policy 
agenda again until 1990, with the establishment by the Federal Labor 
Government of the National Housing Strategy, the Social Justice Research 
Program into Locational Disadvantage (Hawke & Howe, 1990) and the 
Australian Urban and Regional Development Review (Beer, 1994).  However, 
the approach to urban affairs adopted by the Commonwealth Government in the 
1990s differed dramatically from the more direct and interventionist approach 
under Whitlam with DURD which resulted in Commonwealth-State 
confrontation and a resulting alienation of the states (Oakley, 2004; Stillwell & 
Troy, 2000).  The revival of a federal urban program in 1990 was underpinned by 
a strong emphasis on working cooperatively with the states and local 
government:  
… the cooperation of the States, Territories and local government is 
required to address issues relating to locational disadvantage in an 
integrated way and to assist in supplying the information needed to 
identify the problems more clearly and to address them (Hawke & Howe, 
1990: 10).   
Alexander (1994) notes that the re-entry of the Commonwealth Government into 
urban and regional development was marked by a plethora of reports and 
research monographs.  In the period 1990 to 1994, approximately 100 reports 
were released by the Commonwealth Government dealing with issues of urban 
and regional policy (Alexander, 1994).   
The Social Justice Research Program into Locational Disadvantage was launched 
in 1990 with a strong focus on, and an underlying assumption, that urban 
inequality was largely situated in the outer fringes of the major cities:   
It will focus on the disadvantages that result from where people live and 
work – particularly for people living on the outer fringes of the major 
cities.  These locational disadvantages can reduce the quality of life for 
many Australians and can exacerbate other inequalities (Hawke & Howe, 
1990: 5).   
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The focus on the outer suburbs of the cities was consistent with commonly 
accepted views of Australian cities that these suburbs contained large numbers of 
low-income households, particularly first-home buyers, unable to afford housing 
in more accessible suburbs (Badcock, 1984; Stretton, 1989).  These areas were 
hence locationally disadvantaged because of the combined impact of low-
incomes, high housing costs, long journeys to work and poor access to social 
infrastructure.   
However, the view that the outer suburbs of the major cities were sites of 
pronounced disadvantage became the focus of significant debates within policy 
and academic circles during the early 1990s.  Drawing on the findings of the 
Housing and Locational Choice Survey (HALCS) undertaken as part of the 
National Housing Strategy (NHS, 1992), Maher and colleagues (1992) argued 
that there was no evidence that poor households were forced to move to the 
fringes of the cities and that inner areas and older industrial areas could also be 
considered locationally disadvantaged.  They concluded that, while location is a 
‘critical element of disadvantage, it is neither the only nor necessarily the most 
significant determinant of disadvantage’ (Maher, et al, 1992: 117).   
The centre-piece of the revival of a federal urban program was the Building 
Better Cities (BBC) program launched by the Commonwealth Government in the 
1991-92 Budget with an allocation of over $800 million, to be paid via the states, 
over a period of five years (Alexander, 1994).  Five projects were initiated in 
Queensland, three in the South East and two in provincial cities.  One of the 
projects was an Inala-Ipswich Area Strategy that focused on reform of disability 
institutions, improved planning and coordination and significant capital works 
projects.  One of the important aspects of BBC was experimentation with 
innovative approaches to community planning.  A process of developing 
Community Action Plans (CAPs) was trialled in the suburbs of Inala, Carole 
Park, Riverview and Goodna as part of the Inala-Ipswich Area Strategy.   
However, as Troy (2012) points out, BBC was a far cry from the Whitlam-era 
initiatives with more of a focus on urban form and infrastructure rather than 
addressing spatial disadvantage as such – ‘the program was essentially a form of 
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middle class welfare’ (Troy, 2012: 217).  The program was abolished in 1996 by 
the in-coming Coalition Government.   
A CLEARER RESEARCH FOCUS ON URBAN POVERTY 
National research 
In the mid-1990s, there emerged, for the first time, an Australian scholarly, 
research and advocacy focus on the spatial patterns of disadvantage.  National 
research indicated a significant increase in the geographical polarisation of 
household income (Gregory & Hunter, 1995a, b; AURDR, 1995).  In a series of 
influential articles Gregory and Hunter (1995a, 1995b; Hunter, 1996; Hunter & 
Gregory, 1996) identified the spatial dimension of this polarisation.   
There is a significant increase in the geographic polarisation of household 
income across Australia.  The poor are increasingly living together in one 
set of neighbourhoods and the rich in another set.  The economic gap is 
widening. (Gregory & Hunter, 1995a:4) 
Subsequent reports confirmed the locational nature of poverty and disadvantage 
(Baum, et al., 1999).  Fincher and Wulff (1998) identified new sites of 
disadvantage occurring in ‘clusters of areas’, such as Indigenous communities, 
outer suburbs of metropolitan and large regional cities, rural towns with a narrow 
and/or declining economic base and emerging coastal ‘welfare regions’.   
Australian interest in locational disadvantage mirrored an international 
recognition of the spatial aspects to ‘social exclusion’, caused primarily by the 
impact of globalisation on labour markets, transitions in household and 
demographic structures and shifts in welfare state and public policy (Jones & 
Miller, 2001; OECD, 1996, 1998; Taylor, 1998; Turok & Webster, 1998).  Local 
pockets of high unemployment occurred creating neighbourhoods of relative 
deprivation and concentrations of people suffering compound disadvantage with 
poor access to internationally competitive industries and employment (Atkinson, 
2000; Badcock, 1998; Yates, 2001).   
As a result of these factors, it was argued that government intervention was 
required in local areas of disadvantage and could be justified on a number of 
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grounds (Smith 1999).  First, there were identifiable geographical areas that 
suffered disproportionately from problems.  This placed mainstream programs 
under pressure so that they operated less effectively than in other areas – 
something ‘extra’ was needed.  Second, problems were compounded in some 
areas because they all co-exist together – the inter-connectedness and complexity 
of these problems required extra action.  Third, an increased polarisation between 
disadvantaged and more affluent areas required intervention to prevent further 
entrenching disadvantage in those areas.  Fourth, focusing activity on small areas 
of disadvantage could, potentially, make more of an impact than if resources 
were dissipated.  Finally successful area-based programs could potentially act as 
pilots and ultimately lead to changes in the delivery of mainstream policies.   
Queensland research 
Within the Queensland context at this time, an important piece of research was a 
1995 research report on poverty in Queensland by the Queensland Council of 
Social Service (QCOSS) which, for the first time, provided a map of the 
geography of poverty in Queensland.  By collating ABS data on disadvantage 
using the smallest collection units available – the Census Collector Districts 
(approximately 250 households) – the report identified local areas of high density 
poverty which were almost hidden alongside areas of relative prosperity 
(Thornthwaite, Kingston & Walsh, 1995).  The image developed in the report 
was that ‘poverty and disadvantage are “marbled” throughout the State and this is 
most evident at the level of neighbourhood’ (Thornthwaite, et al., 1995: 37).  
That is, local areas of poverty and disadvantage could be rendered invisible by 
higher than neighbourhood or suburb level statistical aggregation (see also Smyth 
and Reddel, 1997; Walsh & Mengede, 1997).   
Drawing on the latest available ABS Census data, the report found that the 
poverty rate in Queensland was 2% greater than the national average with over 
350,000 people living below the poverty line, including 137,000 children.  In 
fact, the after-housing poverty rate in Queensland was the highest in comparison 
to all other states and equal to New South Wales at 16.3% (Thornthwaite, et al., 
1995: 16).   
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The QCOSS report received a high level of media interest and was launched by 
the Heads of Queensland Churches one month prior to the 1995 Queensland 
election.  This created some pressure for the then Queensland Government to act.  
This is depicted in Figure 2 below which shows the political cartoon from the 
Editorial pages of the Courier Mail6 (14 June 1995), the day after the launch of 
the report.  It features a caricature of then Premier Wayne Goss celebrating 
Queensland and the recent success of the state in both the Sheffield Shield 
(cricket) and State of Origin football series.  However, it also depicts the Premier 
‘running out’ from the title of ‘Winner: State of Poverty’.  This was in the 
context of the Goss Labor Government being regularly criticised for poor levels 
of spending on social welfare programs over the years since it was elected in 
1989 (Walsh, 1993).   
Figure 2:  Political cartoon from the Editorial pages of The Courier Mail (14 
June 1995) 
 
  
                                                             
6 This newspaper was the major daily newspaper in Brisbane.   
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POLITICAL IMPERATIVES IN THE EMERGENCE OF THE 
COMMUNITY RENEWAL PROGRAM 
Community Renewal and Local Jobs Program 
The precursor to the CRP was the Community Renewal and Local Jobs Program 
(CRLJP) initiated by the Goss Labor Government in the lead up to the 1995 
Queensland election in July of that year.  This was an initiative with funding of 
AU$100 million over five years to target local areas with high levels of 
disadvantage.  This program was, in part, a response to the QCOSS Poverty 
Research Project discussed above (Thornthwaite, et al., 1995).   
The initial guidelines for CRLJP stated:  
Some communities based on traditional agricultural, mining and 
manufacturing industries have been left behind in Australia’s and 
Queensland’s adjustment towards a services and high tech economy.  
Some communities are victims of misguided if well intentioned policy, 
for example, the neighbourhoods large concentrations of public housing 
typically on the urban fringe which are found in most Australian cities.  
Other communities are exposed to environments which offer little 
stimulation or which are simply unhealthy (DHLGP, 1995: 2).   
The CRLJP was to adopt what was termed an ‘Area Strategy approach’ which 
involved the development of an integrated service delivery and infrastructure 
investment plan which cuts across the boundaries between agencies, governments  
and the private and public sectors (DHLGP, 1995).  The intention was to target 
between five and ten areas with populations generally less than 10,000 and which 
exhibited key indicators of personal and household disadvantage including low 
income levels, long term unemployment, disability, housing stress, poor health 
and vulnerable age groups.  A total of $100 million was allocated over a five year 
period with an initial allocation of $5 million in 1995-96 to commence a project 
in Riverview (a suburb of Ipswich).   
A Queensland election was held in July 1995.  However, following a by-election 
in February 1996, the Goss Government lost power after only six months of 
being in office in its fourth term and was replaced by the Borbidge- led Coalition 
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Government.  The CRLJP was one of the first programs to be abolished by the 
new Coalition Government.   
Broader political imperatives 
In the lead up to the 1998 Queensland election, the then Opposition Leader, Peter 
Beattie, announced as part of the Labor election platform two separate but 
complementary programs – the CRP to be administered by the Department of 
Housing and the Community Jobs Program to be administered by the then 
Department of Employment and Training (DET).  In this way, the Beattie 
Government had revived the earlier CRLJP but under two separate programs.   
The 1998 Queensland election also saw the rise of the One Nation Party (ONP) 
which won 11 seats in the 89 seat Queensland Parliament.  This result was seen 
by some as evidence of a growth in disillusionment by the electorate with 
government (Badcock 1998; Leach, Stokes & Ward, 2000).  Badcock (1998) 
understood the rise of the ONP as due to ‘a shared sense of bewilderment and 
anxiety about profoundly uncertain times and a deep distrust in those who 
govern’ (p. 241).  He goes on to describe the emergence of ‘forgotten places’ hurt 
by the consequences of structural adjustment in the economy, and, as a result, the 
emergence of a group of ‘excluded citizens’.  The notion of ‘forgotten places’ 
was reinforced by Davis and Stimson (1998) who showed support for the ONP 
had a distinctive spatial pattern.  High levels of support for the ONP were found 
on the fringes of urban areas of Queensland’s metropolitan (Ipswich and 
Caboolture) and major regional centres (Cairns, Townsville) – what they term as 
the ‘urban fringe effect’ (Davis & Stimson, 1998: 85).  They explain this 
phenomenon in the following way:   
Where these areas contain unskilled workers in the blue collar industries, 
few Indigenous Australians or people born overseas, and have a high 
number of people either achieving or attempting to achieve the Australian 
dream of home ownership, then the ONP is likely to do well (Davis & 
Stimson, 1998: 87).   
Beattie formed government with the support of an independent MP, Peter 
Wellington.  One of the conditions for the support of the independent member 
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was that the Beattie Labor Government would take steps to engage more with the 
electorate, in particular through Community Cabinet meetings and Regional 
Ministerial Forums (Davis, 2001).   
Community Cabinet meetings involved each Cabinet Minister accompanied by 
their respective departmental directors-general travelling on a regular basis to 
various regional cities and towns to meet directly with the public in those areas.  
Bishop and Chalmers described these meetings as follows:   
A typical Community Cabinet meeting includes: an informal function in 
which the Premier addresses the gathering; one or two sessions in which 
individuals, citizens and community groups can make formal deputations 
to Ministers; a media conference; and an informal luncheon (2001:42) 
Regional Ministerial Forums were held on a quarterly basis whereby two Cabinet 
ministers would meet with regional representatives in each of the eight regions 
across Queensland to discuss issues and concerns of regional significance (Keast, 
2003).  The program aimed at ‘giving people who lived in regional Queensland 
… input into State Government policy development and decision-making’ (cited 
in Keast, 2003: 60).  An evaluation of the Regional Forums in 2001 indicated that 
the program had resulted in improved regional integration and a more community 
responsive approach to government decision-making (Keast, 2003).   
The CRP was part of a number of initiatives that aimed to position government as 
more responsive and connected to the community (Reddel, 2005).   
EXPERIMENTS IN PLACE MANAGEMENT IN AUSTRALIA AND 
QUEENSLAND 
Place management as a new way of working 
This was also a time when various commentators were calling for a greater focus 
on ‘place’ in public policy (Badcock, 1998) and new ways of organising 
government through ‘place management’ (Latham, 1998, 2001; Botsman, 2001; 
Walsh, 2001) in order to address the problems faced by disadvantaged 
communities.   
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Place management emerged as a potential model for re-casting governments’ 
approach to managing the problems of disadvantaged people and places.  In order 
to do this, however, government would be challenged to do business in quite 
different ways.  Within the Australian context, Mark Latham and John Mant were 
two influential proponents of what place management meant for the public 
sector.  Latham (1998) argued that the relationship between the organisational 
structure of the public sector and disadvantaged people and places needed to be 
re-thought from first principles.  Instead of managing people and places out of 
difficulty, governments had come to manage a heavily segmented and 
uncoordinated set of social and economic functions:  
Departments and agencies deal with only part of each problem.  None has 
the authority or resources to address, in its totality, the causes of 
capability failure, either among individuals or at a locational level. 
(Latham, 1998:215)  
Disadvantaged people and places, he argued, are not able to segment their 
problems into the discrete administrative units by which government has 
segmented its functions.  
According to Latham (1998), the benefits of place management came from 
restructuring the public sector around our most serious social problems through 
abolishing professional ‘guilds’ and departmental silos and relying on multi-
disciplinary management teams.  The approach emphasised outcomes and equity 
from targeting and redistributing resources on the basis of locational need.  The 
key aims were to facilitate the customisation of services for disadvantaged people 
and places and consolidate the notion of positive responsibilities within a single 
administrative system.   
Although sketchy on detail, Latham’s approach was based on a largely top-down 
and centralist view of accountability (Reddel, 2002).  Even though he supported 
an active role for ‘civil society’, there seemed little room for community 
engagement in developing solutions.  In addition, this approach had an inherently 
‘welfare service’ focus that primarily dealt with existing, largely welfare related 
services, and did not address the interconnections between economic and social 
development policies (Reddel, 2002).   
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In a similar vein, Mant (1998, 2000) emphasised an overall restructuring from 
input to outcome responsibilities in order to deal effectively with the problem of 
places.  Where there were traditional input-based organisational structures, place 
management could be a useful strategy to manage high priority places.   
Place management permits the allocation of clear responsibility and 
authority for the achievement of complex outcomes for individual places.  
It facilitates the achievement of urban design objectives, restoration or re-
development of a place, improvements in safety and the better integration 
of place and system objectives. (Mant, 1998:30)  
Being responsible for a complex outcome rather than the provision of a particular 
input, place managers are able to use a wide range of techniques to achieve 
objectives.  For Mant (1998), effectiveness does not depend on the allocation of 
resources and power (although this will obviously assist).  The use of facilitation, 
persuasion and other strategies are also needed.   
In 1997, the New South Wales (NSW) Government began trialling the concept of 
place management as a new approach to government service delivery.  The NSW 
Premier announced a Kings Cross place management project in late 1996 as part 
of a comprehensive package to ‘resurrect Kings Cross’.  A similar project was 
announced for Cabramatta in South-West Sydney as a plan to begin the 
‘rehabilitation of Cabramatta’.  Both of these projects were conceived of as a 
short, sharp, strategic intervention, over a two-year period, to achieve some 
specific and visible outcomes in the face of a perceived crisis in those 
communities.  Since that time, other place management projects were also 
established in Canterbury-Bankstown, Redfern-Waterloo and Kempsey.   
The Kings Cross and Cabramatta place management pilot projects were 
instructive case studies as these projects had been established for several years 
and they also had been the subject of a preliminary evaluation.  Both of these 
projects shared some similar features, as well as key differences, with respect to 
implementation and operationalisation.  The evaluations of these projects 
provided some analysis of common themes, tensions and lessons emerging from 
place management in Australia (Nexus Management Consulting, 1999a, 1999b).   
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The approach to the King Cross and Cabramatta pilot projects by the NSW 
Government had been to implement a place management approach as a short, 
strategic intervention, largely as a crisis response to complex problems affecting 
a particular area.  Whilst both projects were able to achieve some improvements 
and tangible outcomes, the short-term nature of the intervention raised questions 
about sustaining the improvements and developing an appropriate transition or 
‘exit’ strategy for state government involvement.  In addition, there was a risk 
that place management as a short-term, strategic intervention would not deal with 
the fundamental and systemic causes of the problems facing these communities 
and, hence, could appear as a superficial response to serious problems.  The time-
defined nature of these interventions also implied that a long-term dependency on 
the place management team by the community and agencies should not be 
developed (Nexus Management Consulting, 1999a, 1999b).   
The institutional arrangements and management structures for both Kings Cross 
and Cabramatta projects also shared some similar characteristics.  They were 
high profile projects with the public backing of the Premier and ‘sponsorship’ by 
the Premier’s Department, and were both partnerships with the local council, 
employing a Premier’s Department ‘place manager’ as well as a local council 
‘place manager’.  Both projects also established similar management structures 
through the use of a joint reference group consisting of senior officers from both 
Premiers and the local councils (Nexus Management Consulting, 1999a, 1999b).   
Governance issues in place management  
The role of the Premier’s Department was quite pivotal for the implementation of 
the projects.  Not only did this signal a strong commitment from the centre of 
government, it also provided the authority to make things happen and to mobilise 
resources (Nexus Management Consulting, 1999a, 1999b).  However, there were 
several tensions as a result of this lead-agency arrangement.  The time-limited, 
top-down, results-focused nature of the projects created tension with taking a 
developmental approach.  Insufficient attention was paid to community capacity 
building.  The involvement of the Premier’s Department, especially at a senior 
level, generated a perception that it was a state government-led project rather 
than a genuine partnership with local government.  In addition, there was a need 
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for clearer definition at the outset about the respective roles and responsibilities 
of all the key agencies, especially in relation to local government but also with 
other non-government sectors (Nexus Management Consulting, 1999a, 1999b).   
These tensions highlighted the importance of people and relationships in 
attempting to resolve a set of complex and entrenched problems that span the 
responsibility of multiple agencies and levels of government.  Success in tackling 
any difficult project will often translate to the level of commitment, the time and 
the trust that stakeholders can bring to the project.  Both the Cabramatta and 
Kings Cross projects received a high level of commitment from the major 
stakeholders.  This commitment was crucial to the achieving positive outcomes.  
It was also clear that the capabilities and skills of the respective project managers 
and staff were fundamental to the projects’ achievements.   
The NSW evaluations suggest that there are limits and barriers to place 
management in terms of scale, scope and systems (Nexus Management 
Consulting 1999a, 1999b).  For example, in Kings Cross, the core issues of 
illegal drug trafficking and use and associated forms of anti-social behaviour 
were beyond the scope of place management alone, although management of 
some of the consequences of these problems were within the project’s ambit.  
Similarly, in Cabramatta, the issue of employment and unemployment was a 
challenge that extended well beyond the boundaries of that area.   
Additionally, the resource-intensive nature of these projects limited the extent to 
which this kind of approach can be applied more widely.  The evaluation of the 
Kings Cross place management pilot project suggested that a widespread and 
premature adoption of place management would jeopardise one of the strengths 
of this approach, that is, the ability to focus resources and coordinate efforts on 
the one area.  Accordingly, the number of place management projects at any one 
time was likely to be restricted, time-limited, strategic interventions, working 
towards the achievement of pre-defined outcomes (Nexus Management 
Consulting, 1999a). 
The application of place management also posed significant challenges to 
resource allocation processes at several levels (Walsh, 2001).  First, place 
management projects required a dedicated budget.  In the case of Kings Cross 
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and Cabramatta, funds were provided on an ad hoc basis from within the 
Premier’s Department allocation and/or from contributions of participating 
agencies.  There was no whole-of-government mechanism for funding this kind 
of activity that involved several agencies.  At the same time, there was a 
challenge for the budget process to give increased priority to whole-of-
government projects.   
Second, whilst dedicated resources were essential, there was also a need to 
incorporate departmental programs.  There was a potential conflict between 
program budgeting and ‘place budgeting’.  The Kings Cross and Cabramatta 
projects suggested that place managers were able to influence the allocation of 
program budgets to achieve some of the outcomes.  The projects facilitated the 
combining of several different resource allocation decisions to create a package 
of coordinated initiatives (Nexus Management Consulting, 1999a, 1999b).  
Queensland experiments in place management 
Integrated Human Services and Social Planning Pilots 
In the early 1990s the Queensland Government initiated a number of locally-
based ‘pilot’ projects that focused on improved human services and/or regional 
social planning.  The Human Services Integration Project was based in the 
Redcliffe, Pine Rives and Caboolture shires and the Mackay Regional Council 
for Social Development pilot project was based in the Mackay region, involving 
the local councils of Mackay and seven others surrounding it.   
Whilst these projects challenged the predominate program approach by 
government departments, overall, they achieved limited outcomes.  However, a 
key lesson was the necessity of linking planning to decision-making processes 
and the allocation of resources.  They also demonstrated the difficulties and 
resources required in order to build broad based community ownership and 
legitimacy (Jones, 1995).   
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Place management experiments 
Queensland also experimented with the notion of place management.  In 2000, 
the Brisbane City Council (BCC) and the Queensland Government (initially 
through the then Department of Families but subsequently through the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet) formalised a ‘Brisbane Place Project’ 
focusing on the Inner City (Brisbane CBD, South Brisbane, Fortitude Valley, 
New Farm, Newstead, Teneriffe, Bowen Hills and Spring Hill), Stafford/Zillmere 
and the South West Corridor (Inala, Darra and Carole Park) (Thompson, Reddel, 
Woolcock, Muirhead & Jones, 2003).  The aims of the project were: (1) 
measurable and sustainable improvement in quality of life for the most 
disadvantaged residents in the three target communities; (2) improve 
coordination and collaboration between and within governments, business and 
the community at local and agency levels; (3) build on community strengths and 
increase capacity of community to identify and respond to their own problems 
and meet aspirations; and (4) develop innovative solutions to entrenched 
locational disadvantage by linking economic, social and environmental issues 
and responses.  In total, approximately $5.7 million was invested in the three 
place projects from a range of sources including BCC funding, pooled funding 
from Queensland Government departments and CRP funding in the South West 
corridor (Thompson, et, al., 2003).   
An evaluation of the Brisbane Place Projects (Thompson, et. al., 2003) found 
that, although all three place projects had established key local governance 
arrangements, including the building of networks and partnerships across sectors 
and stakeholders, the long-term authority of these arrangements remained 
‘untested’.  A key issue was the lack of more formal links between the three 
projects and significant bodies such as the Brisbane Regional Managers of 
Government Forum (BRMOGF).  Without these more formal links it was 
difficult to achieve more effective planning, decision making and integrated 
service delivery across government agencies.   
Like the NSW experience, it was also clear that the ad-hoc nature of funding was 
inadequate to achieve meaningful progress.  In particular, the projects were not 
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able to harness the resource allocation process of existing state government 
agencies to focus on key strategic issues (Thompson, et. al., 2003).   
The demise of ‘place’ and ‘place management’ 
One of the key problems with place management was the degree of confusion 
over just what it actually meant.  In part, this confusion was exemplified in the 
exchange between Walsh (2001; 2002) and Mant (2002).  Gillen (2004) points 
out that this was the first time that any significant debate about place 
management had surfaced in the Australian literature.  Mant’s (2002) rejoinder 
highlighted that place management is about outcomes management, demanding a 
fundamental change to the prevailing silo-mentality in public administration 
systems.  That is, a ‘pure’ place management approach (Gillen, 2004) would 
involve a fundamental re-structuring of Australian state and local governments, 
replacing traditional government departments with new ‘outcome divisions’.  
Whilst a small number of local governments in NSW had attempted 
implementation of new structures (Gillen, 2004), such a fundamental re-
structuring of state government departments is an unlikely prospect.  Gillen 
(2004) notes:  
At this stage it is still too early to see what difference place management 
will make to the delivery of sustainable, high quality places over the long 
term.  The prognosis remains ambiguous and will remain so until the 
advocates of place management make significant efforts to raise its 
profile through greater discourse and endorsement (p. 218).   
It is now a term that is rarely used.   
Despite the optimism of some scholars such as Smyth, Reddel and Jones (2005) 
and Reddel (2005) who claim that the mid-1990s to the mid-2000s was a period 
that saw the emergence of spatial disadvantage as a policy concern, it can be 
argued that a focus on ‘place’, and in particular on ‘disadvantaged places’, has 
not taken hold in Australian public policy.  This begs the question as to why 
Australian public policy has failed to respond to urban poverty, particularly in 
comparison with other OECD countries such as the UK and the US.   
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WHY AUSTRALIAN PUBLIC POLICY HAS FAILED TO RESPOND TO 
URBAN POVERTY 
Earlier in this Chapter it was shown that Australian public policy responses to 
urban poverty and area disadvantage have been conspicuous by their absence, 
apart from a brief period under the Whitlam Government (1972-75).  This is in 
stark contrast to national governments in countries such as the UK and the US 
(and other OECD countries) where there have been public policy responses to 
areas of urban poverty dating back at least to the post-World War II period (Gale, 
1996; Tallon, 2010).  For example, the UK government established the National 
Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (NSNR) in 2001.  In the eight years up to 
2007-08 approximately £5 billion was allocated to NSNR programs and 
activities.  The evaluation of NSNR notes:   
The Strategy marked a shift from previous regeneration programmes such 
as City Challenge and the Single Regeneration Budget to a 
comprehensive England-wide strategy to tackle deprivation at 
neighbourhood level. It was distinguished in particular by an emphasis on 
locally-determined measures. Also, while it was supported by dedicated 
finance … it also placed particular stress on the important role that 
‘mainstream’ public services and finance had to play in reversing decline 
in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods (AMOIN, 2010: 6).   
Similarly, in the US, the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) has been administering the HOPE VI program targeting distressed 
neighbourhoods since 1992.  Between fiscal years 1993 and 2010, grants of 
almost US$6.3 billion had been awarded to 34 states for 262 projects including 
133 housing authorities (HUD, 2010).  This program has subsequently been 
incorporated into an enhanced initiative by the Obama Administration, the 
Neighborhood Revitalisation Initiative.  This initiative is an interagency 
collaboration to execute a placed-based strategy ‘to transform neighborhoods of 
concentrated poverty into neighborhoods of opportunity’ (White House, 2011: 3).  
Other OECD countries have also implemented national programs for ‘integrating 
distressed urban areas’ (OECD, 1998; see also Andersen, 2002; Geddes, 2000; 
Peach, 2000; Savini, 2011).   
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Why has Australia not followed suit in establishing a national program to address 
place disadvantage?  In this section, it is argued that there are at least four inter-
related reasons for this situation.  First, the nature of Australia’s welfare regime 
has traditionally favoured a people-focus rather than a place-focus.  Second, there 
has been a lack of crises to prompt action – Australia has not experienced the 
scale and frequency of urban riots seen in the UK and US.  Third, Australia’s 
federated system of government and lack of Commonwealth leadership means 
there is no national policy coordination around issues of urban poverty.  Fourth, 
there has been a lack of sustained research on urban poverty and spatial 
disadvantage.  Each of these issues is explored further below.   
Australia’s Welfare State regime 
It can be argued that Australia has a particular welfare regime or welfare system 
that has always favoured a people-focus rather than a place-focus.  Castles (1985) 
and Castles and Mitchell (1992) argue that Australia (and to a certain extent New 
Zealand) have a distinctive welfare state – a ‘wage-earners’ welfare state’ 
(Castles, 1985: 102).  This is characterised by means-tested income support 
benefits based on a system of control of the earnings distribution.  According to 
Castles (1994), there were three aspects that made Australia’s welfare state 
distinctive:   
These three aspects were the attempted control of wages through the 
quasi-judicial activity of the state (the arbitration system), the substantial 
use of protective tariffs to bolster wage levels in manufacturing, urban 
service industries and fringe rural production … and a strong concern 
with the regulation of manpower through controlled migration (Castles, 
1994: 124).   
In this way, Castles (1985, 1994) argues that wages policy substituted for social 
policy with key concepts being a ‘fair wage’, the ‘living wage’ and a minimum 
wage derived from the Harvester judgement of 1922 (Castles, 1994).  Not only 
has Australia’s welfare regime had a strong people-focus, it had very much a 
‘wage-earner’-focus, rather than having any concern with the notion of ‘place’.  
This is despite the fact that, over recent years, the Commonwealth Government 
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has put in place a number of small-scale place-based initiatives or pilot projects, 
such as Communities for Children (Wilks, Lahausse & Edwards, 2015).   
However, in discussions of typologies of welfare states, where does Australia 
stand in comparison to other countries?  In Esping-Andersen’s (1990) classic 
text, Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism, he identifies three regimes as a liberal 
or Anglo-Saxon model, a conservative/Continental model and a social 
democratic or Scandinavian model.  Australia’s welfare state is located in the 
first of these along with the UK, US and other countries.  These types of welfare 
regimes are characterised by very targeted, means-tested payments and services, 
strict entitlement rules and encouragement of private provision (Smyth, 2010).  
This is consistent with more recent analyses which also characterise Australia’s 
welfare state as aligned with the UK and US (Arts & Gelissen, 2010).   
Whilst Australia’s welfare state may have distinctive origins and trajectory, it 
seems to share at least a number of commonalities with other countries with a 
strong history of adopting place-based responses (there are also some significant 
differences).  So the issue of Australia’s welfare regime having a strong people-
focus is, on its own, not sufficient to explain the failure of Australian public 
policy to respond to disadvantaged places.   
Lack of a crisis 
Another reason could be that Australia has not experienced the scale of urban 
riots and disturbances seen in other countries, particularly the UK and US dating 
back to the post war years.  Newburn (2015) documents a series of 37 riots in the 
UK dating from 1958 through to the riots of 2011 which he claims as ‘the biggest 
civil disorder in mainland Britain in a generation (p. 39).  Similarly, in the US 
Gale (1996) examines riots and urban unrest from the 1960s to the 1992 Los 
Angeles riots where ‘50 people were dead, more than 2,000 were injured, and 
more than 1,000 properties were destroyed’ (p. 1).   
In the aftermath of the riots of the 1960s, the US Government introduced the 
Model Cities program which was perceived by many mayors and members of 
Congress as ‘a riot antidote’ (Gale, 1996: x).  Similarly, following the 1992 riots, 
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the US Government adopted an area-based response through its Empowerment 
Zone legislation in 1993:   
Just as its 1960s precursor had ties to urban riots, this urban development 
du jour is rooted in the civil disturbances of 1992, which created a new 
sense of urgency for the government to deal with the inner city.  These 
were places left behind in the evolving courtship of private capital with 
the laissez faire government of the 1980s (Modarres, 2002: 289).   
This is not to say that Australia has not experienced urban unrest or riots.  Owen 
(2007) and Weatherburn (2006) discuss a number of riots in Australia’s recent 
past including those in Macquarie Fields in outer Sydney in 2005, Redfern in 
inner Sydney in 2004 and Palm Island in North Queensland in 2004.  All of these 
are areas with high levels of social and economic disadvantage.  However, it is 
not satisfactory to say that disadvantage is the cause of riots.  Why do riots occur 
in some disadvantaged places and not others?  In discussing the role of 
disadvantage in riots, Weatherburn (2006) makes the following point:   
The dominant way in which disadvantage contributes to the risk of a riot, 
then, is through the creation of chronically high-crime communities.  It is 
in the context of such communities that the immediate precursors to a riot 
(fear, chronic anger and frustration, social alienation, overzealous 
policing and a poor response to calls for police assistance) are most likely 
to take root. … This is strong evidence that, when police behave in ways 
that erode their perceived legitimacy, the outcome in disadvantaged 
communities is higher rates of violent crime (2006: 28-29).   
It is not the intention here to do a detailed analysis of the causes of riots.  The key 
point is that the scale and frequency of urban riots in Australia in particular 
disadvantaged places has been much less than in both the UK and the US.  For 
example, in the Parliamentary Inquiry into the Macquarie Fields disturbances in 
2005, the then NSW Police Commissioner noted that the violence during the 
incident was not a riot when compared to incidents in Los Angeles or Paris 
(Standing Committee on Social Issues, 2006).  Similarly, Burke and Hulse (2015) 
argue that ‘since World War II, the scale of spatial disadvantage in Australia has 
not been as wide or as deep, nor has it been as permanent (p. 1).  At least in the 
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US and the UK, there is clear evidence of the link between urban riots and area-
based responses (Gale, 1996; Low, 2011; Modarres, 2002).   
The failure of governance 
Another reason for the failure of Australian public policy to respond to issues of 
urban poverty relates to our federated system of government.  At the 
Commonwealth level, since Federation, there has not been a Minister or 
department responsible for urban issues, apart from during the Whitlam years 
(1972-75) and briefly under Keating.  Under Whitlam, there was the Department 
of Urban and Regional Development and under Keating there was the 
Department of Housing and Regional Development (1994-96).  As discussed 
earlier, DURD had a number of spatially targeted programs, in particular the 
Area Improvement Program which sought to address inequalities in selected 
urban areas (Troy, 2012).  The Department of Housing and Regional 
Development had much less of a focus on urban inequalities but sought to bring 
integration across a number of housing and urban initiatives (Troy, 2012).   
In the absence of any national policy coordination at the Commonwealth level, it 
has been left to the states to deal with areas of concentrated disadvantage.  
However, as discussed earlier, these efforts, mostly led by State Housing 
Authorities (SHAs), have traditionally focused on redeveloping large public 
housing estates, often with a strong emphasis on dealing with a declining asset 
base (Arthurson, 1998, 2001; Hanlon, 2010; Hayward, 1996; Hoatson & Grace, 
2002; Keating, 2000; Randolph & Judd, 2000; Spiller, Gibbins, & Swan, 2000; 
Stevens, 1995).   
Some states have developed special programs to respond to broader issues facing 
disadvantaged areas, including the CRP in Queensland (Department of Housing, 
1998) and the Neighbourhood Renewal program in Victoria (Klein, 2004).  
However, as Adams (2002) points out:   
If special programs or suites of programs to tackle poverty are created 
there is the risk of marginalising effort away from the mainstream and the 
constant threat of the program simply being abolished. If poverty 
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strategies are mainstreamed they risk diffusing effort and losing focus 
(2002: 93).   
Unfortunately, this was the fate of the programs in both Queensland and Victoria.  
This situation can be contrasted with the response to another ‘wicked issue’ such 
as homelessness which has strong Commonwealth leadership and significant 
buy-in from the states (FaHCSIA, 2008).   
Lack of sustained research to understand urban poverty in 
Australia 
Another reason for the failure of Australian public policy to address urban 
poverty and disadvantaged places is the lack of a sustained research focus on the 
issue in Australia.  As discussed earlier, there was a degree of research on the 
issue in the mid-1990s (Gregory & Hunter, 1995a, 1995b; Hunter, 1995, 1996, 
2003; Hunter & Gregory, 1996).  However, this research effort has not been 
sustained.   
Whilst there have been the occasional report released by advocacy groups, such 
as Vinson (1999) and Vinson and colleagues (2007), or policy/research reports 
such as Pawson and colleagues (2012), Ware and colleagues (2010) and Baum 
(2008) and even monographs from then prominent politicians such as Swan 
(2005), there has been little policy traction on the issue of responding to 
disadvantaged urban places.   
In contrast, in the US and to a more limited degree in the UK, there has been a 
rich history of studying ‘neighborhood effects’ – that is, whether, in 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods, inequalities are essentially compositional, with 
individuals’ well-being depending on their own characteristics (or their family’s) 
or whether a concentration of disadvantaged groups in particular areas gives rise 
to externalities that impact adversely on well-being (Buck, 2001; Dietz, 2002; 
Ellen & Turner, 1997; Farrell, Aubry, & Coulombe, 2004; Friedrichs, Galster, & 
Musterd, 2003; Galster, 2003, 2012; Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Musterd, Ostendorf, 
& Vos, 2003; Pawson, Davidson & Wiesel, 2012; Rankin & Quane, 2002; 
Sampson, Morenoff, & Gannon-Rowley, 2002).  This research indicates there is 
an impact of place on people’s characteristics and behaviours beyond that 
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expected from individual and family characteristics.  The sustained nature of 
research on ‘neighborhood effects’ in the US has led to a critique that it has 
become a ‘cottage industry’ (Slater, 2013).   
There has not been a comparable research effort of this nature in Australia.  This 
has led to a poor understanding of the dynamics of neighbourhood disadvantage 
for programs in Australia seeking to address it.  Without a clear analysis of 
complex social problems such as the dynamics of neighbourhood disadvantage, 
there is a strong risk of what Stewart and colleagues (2000) call a ‘negative cycle 
of policy implementation’, as depicted in Figure 3 below.   
Figure 3: Negative cycle of reinforcement in policy implementation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Adapted from Stewart, et al, 2000.   
Figure 3 above depicts that with an inadequate analysis of the problem, coupled 
with an unclear theory of change and in the context of fragmented planning and 
service delivery systems, these factors lead to a lack of clarity about objectives 
and optimal interventions.  This then leads to muddled implementation and an 
inability to define success.  In turn, this then leads to an inability to determine 
‘what works’.  Without knowing ‘what works’, particularly from research on 
experience elsewhere, these factors then feedback into the problem of inadequate 
analysis of the issue.   
Kettner, Moroney and Martin (1999) note that problem analysis is the foundation 
for effective program design.  In particular, clarity about the nature, 
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characteristics and causes of the social problem(s) to be addressed is required.  
The most critical aspect is to identify the causes of the problems.  Typically, this 
involves 
… a review of the theoretical and research literature on the topic and an 
understanding of the history and development of the problems.  (Kettner 
et al., 1999:31).   
In summary, this section has provided a number of reasons as to why Australian 
public policy has largely failed to respond to the dynamics of neighbourhood 
disadvantage.  The task has basically been left to the states through programs 
such as Community Renewal in Queensland.  The following section provides an 
overview of Community Renewal in terms of the key components of 
implementation.   
OVERVIEW OF THE COMMUNITY RENEWAL PROGRAM IN 
QUEENSLAND 1998 TO 2001 
This section sets out the key components of the first phase of the CRP 
implementation.  It describes the program goal and objectives, the characteristics 
of the renewal areas, the key implementation tools and mechanisms and 
governance and implementation arrangements for the program.   
At the time of its introduction, the CRP was an innovative and complex initiative 
by the Queensland Government in responding to the multi-dimensional nature of 
disadvantage in a number of communities throughout Queensland.  The program 
commenced in September 1998 as part of a crime prevention policy ‘package’ 
initiated by the Queensland Government at that time.  Cabinet approved 
guidelines for the program and broad implementation arrangements in December 
1998.  Whilst the program was administered by the Department of Housing, it 
had a strong whole-of-government focus and actively sought to engage other 
Government Departments in the planning and delivery of improved outcomes for 
local areas suffering multiple disadvantages.   
In the 1998-99 State Budget, the Program was allocated funding of $37.5m for 
the period 1998/99 to 2000-01 ($7.5m in the first year and $15m per year for the 
two subsequent years).  It should be noted that, following this first phase, there 
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were several subsequent phases of CRP funding up to June 2009 when the 
program was discontinued.  Over the period of 1998 to 2009, a total of $158.5 
million was committed for the regeneration of a total of 24 neighbourhoods 
across Queensland (Stark & McCullough, 2008).   
Program Goals and Objectives 
The program had an ambitious set of goals and objectives.  Cabinet endorsed the 
program’s goals and objectives in December 1998 (Decision No. 00419), with 
the endorsed goal being:  
To reduce the level of disadvantage and raise the confidence and image 
of identified communities.   
Seven program objectives were also endorsed for the target renewal areas:   
1. Improve the safety and security of people and property;   
2. Better integrate socially and economically disadvantaged residents into 
broader community and economic networks and systems;   
3. Ensure accessibility of residents to community services and facilities they 
require;   
4. Strengthen and expand opportunities for young people;   
5. Improve neighbourhood amenity;   
6. Ensure public expenditure is directed to projects and activities which will 
have lasting and positive impacts on the communities; and 
7. Make the communities central to achieving program objectives 
(Department of Housing, 1998).   
The CRP was perhaps the clearest example of a place-based or area-based 
program in Queensland at that time.  This approach recognised that a range of 
social problems (such as social and economic disadvantage, unemployment, 
crime, and others) tended to be concentrated in particular areas and required 
coordinated action across a number of relevant agencies.   
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The initial conception of the CRP stressed the importance and newness of an 
area-based approach (Department of Housing, 1998).  At the time the program 
was being established, the Social Exclusion Unit in the UK Cabinet Office had 
just released its report, Bringing Britain Together: A National Strategy for 
Neighbourhood Renewal, (SEU, 1998).  Despite the obvious parallels, the CRP 
had limited capacity to draw upon this material and this is discussed below.   
Key features envisaged for the CRP were first, a specific focus on particular 
localities, second, coordinated and integrated programs dealing with crime, 
unemployment, local economic development, education and training, family 
support and the built environment; and third, meaningful community 
participation in identifying problems and solutions.   
It was also envisaged that the area-based approach of the CRP would present a 
challenge to established ways of planning and resourcing the delivery of state 
government programs at the local level.  Department of Housing (1998) 
identified these challenges in terms of:   
Partnership.  Providing a platform for meaningful partnerships between 
all Department of Housing programs, other government Departments and 
local councils to achieve the desired broad outcomes;   
Innovation in Service Delivery.  The program will enable the trialing of 
new approaches and different service models, for example through co-
location of services, to lead to improved service delivery;   
Coordination and Integration.  The Program can be a catalyst for 
focussing program expenditure of other Agencies on priority issues in the 
target areas in a coordinated way.  The Program will challenge 
established ways of planning and resourcing the delivery of State 
Government programs at the local level and provide an opportunity to 
trial holistic ways of providing resources for well targeted solutions that 
have strong community backing.   
Community Involvement.  Local community consultation and involvement 
will be central to the planning and development of initiatives in the 
targeted local areas (Department of Housing, 1998: 6).   
57 
 
Clearly, Community Renewal was conceived within a context of highly 
ambitious expectations for what a new area-based approach would achieve.   
Characteristics of renewal areas 
Areas selected for Community Renewal were required to be endorsed by State 
Cabinet.  Initially, Cabinet approved ten areas for renewal in December 1998 – 
Eagleby, Garbutt (Townsville), Goodna, Inala, Kingston, Leichhardt, Loganlea, 
Manoora (Cairns), Riverview and Woodridge.  Subsequently, Cabinet also 
endorsed Caboolture South and Deception Bay as renewal areas in November 
1999.   
These areas were nominated on the basis of an analysis of indicators of 
disadvantage drawn from Census data, crime statistics and public housing 
records.  The Office of Economic and Statistical Research in Queensland 
Treasury undertook this analysis with support from the Department of Premier 
and the Cabinet.  Table 1 below provides an overview of key characteristics of 
each area.  From this table it can be seen that, at the time, the 12 communities 
varied in size from 3588 residents (Caboolture south) to 16,523 in Woodridge.  
Two other areas (Kingston and Inala) had 1996 populations in excess of 13,000.  
Populations in all of the other renewal areas were between 4,000-7,000 except for 
Eagleby which had 8,450 residents in 1996. 
Despite the variations in population size, all the communities shared a number of 
social characteristics in comparison with data of other urban areas in Queensland: 
(a) significantly higher proportions of households with children, both in single 
and two parent households; (b) relatedly, the populations are relatively young 
with between 40-45% being aged less than 25 and, apart from Garbutt and 
Manoora, higher proportions of the population aged less than 15 years; (c) low 
median individual and household incomes; (d) a broader mix of cultures, which 
include significant Indigenous populations and peoples from non-English 
speaking backgrounds; and (e) markedly higher unemployment levels across all 
age groups in the labour force.  Given these characteristics it was not surprising 
that all 12 areas were among the 10% most disadvantaged Queensland 
communities at the time the program commenced.   
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In all of the communities, at least 40% of households lived in rented 
accommodation (59% in Inala), although the major rental sector varied between 
public and private housing in different locations.  In Inala, Loganlea, Leichhardt 
and Riverview most renters were public tenants.  Private renters were 
predominate in the two Caboolture Shire renewal areas as well as in Eagleby, 
Manoora and Woodridge.  In Goodna and Kingston, the proportions were about 
equal. 
The areas were also all characterised by relatively low levels of home ownership, 
but higher than usual levels of home purchasers, except for Inala.  Most of these 
home purchasers were likely to be first homebuyers given the high percentage of 
households with children.   
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Table 1: Key Characteristics of Community Renewal Areas 
Renewal Area Population in 
Renewal Area 
% Aged less 
than 15 years 
Indigenous % 
of Population 
No of Dwellings 
% Public Housing 
% Private Rental 
% Household 
Income  
< $26,000 pa 
Unemployment 
Rate Key Household Types 
Caboolture South 
Caboolture Shire 
3,695 29% 3.7% 1,295 
10% Public Housing 
37% Private Rent 
48% 23% 34% Couples with Children 
20% One Parent Families 
 
Deception Bay 
Caboolture Shire 
6,672 29% 2.2% 2,276 
18% Public Housing 
19% Private Rent 
46% 18% 38% Couples with Children 
17% One Parent Families 
 
Eagleby 
Gold Coast City 
8,466 31% 3.6% 2,791 
16% Public Housing 
30% Private Rent 
49% 22% 37% Couples with Children 
19% One Parent Families 
 
Garbutt 
Townsville City 
2,123 23% 17% 853 
39% Public Housing 
21% Private Rent 
54% 15% 18% One Parent Families 
36% Lone Person H/holds 
 
Goodna 
Ipswich City 
6,827 27% 6.3% 2,878 
23% Public Housing 
20% Private Rent 
40% 19% 38% Couples with Children 
18% One Parent Families 
 
Inala 
Brisbane City 
13,287 28% 7.4% 4,626 
49% Public Housing 
9% Private Rent 
53% 23% 31% Couples with Children 
24% One Parent Families 
 
Kingston 
Logan City 
14,122 29% 4.3% 4,489 
20% Public Housing 
21% Private Rent 
39% 18% 42% Couples with Children 
19% One Parent Families 
 
Leichhardt 
Ipswich City 
3,351 29% 5.9% 1,157 
31% Public Housing 
17% Private Rent 
50% 19% 30% Couples with Children 
23% One Parent Families 
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Renewal Area Population in 
Renewal Area 
% Aged less 
than 15 years 
Indigenous % 
of Population 
No of Dwellings 
% Public Housing 
% Private Rental 
% Household 
Income  
< $26,000 pa 
Unemployment 
Rate Key Household Types 
Loganlea 
Logan City 
4,955 30% 3% 1,684 
25% Public Housing 
20% Private Rent 
43% 18% 41% Couples with Children 
22% One Parent Families 
 
Manoora 
Cairns City 
6,445 21% 15.5% 2,448 
19% Public Housing 
48% Private Rent 
38% 15% 19% Couples with Children 
18% One Parent Families 
 
Riverview 
Ipswich City 
4,474 28% 8.1% 1,346 
40% Public Housing 
14% Private Rent 
46% 20% 36% Couples with Children 
23% One Parent Families 
 
Woodridge  
Logan City 
 
17,065 25% 4.8% 6,117 
16% Public Housing 
34% Private Rent 
47% 21% 30% Couples with Children 
18% One Parent Families 
Queensland 
 
 22% 2.8% 4% Public Housing 
26% Private Rent 
35% 9.6% 35% Couples with Children 
10% One Parent Families 
22% Lone Person H/holds 
Source: Walsh & Butler, 2002).   
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Key implementation tools and mechanisms 
Key features of the implementation and delivery arrangements, as they had 
evolved are set out in Table 2 below.   
Table 2: Key Implementation Tools and Mechanisms 
Key Feature Brief Description 
Community Action 
Planning 
Community Action Plans (CAPs)  were developed for 
each area and provided a mechanism to ensure that 
in each targeted community, residents and state and 
local government agencies jointly participated in 
setting local program priorities 
Notional funding 
allocations 
Funds were allocated for each renewal area to 
undertake initiatives and projects consistent with 
priorities identified in CAPs.  The average allocation 
of funding for each area over the three year period of 
1998/99 to 2000/01 was $ 3 million, ranging from 
$1.3 million to $4.5 million.   
Allocation of direct 
funding through a 
submission based 
process 
Funds were provided through a submission based 
process to State Government Departments and Local 
Governments (no direct grants were made to 
community organisations) to undertake projects in 
local renewal areas that link to identified actions in 
the relevant Community Action Plan.   
Community Reference 
Groups (CRGs) 
CRGs were established in each renewal area as a 
key element of community involvement.  Their role, 
broadly, was to provide a two-way channel for 
communicating views on renewal plans and initiatives 
between the community, government and council 
agencies.   
All proposals were 
required to be validated 
Validation of project proposal was required by the 
local Community Reference Group and the local 
Regional Managers Forum7 as a condition for 
approval by the Minister for Housing.   
The local state Member of 
Parliament (MP) 
In addition to the above validation process, all MPs in 
electorates with renewal areas were to review all 
proposals in their electorate prior to 
recommendations being made to the Minister.   
 
                                                             
7 Although, technically, the plural form of the term ‘forum’ is ‘fora’, the term ‘Regional Managers 
Forum(s)’ was used officially (see Office of Rural Communities, 1994, 1999).   
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A unique feature of the program was the availability of a flexible funding source 
to meet identified community needs within each renewal area.  Indeed, the CRP 
was a rare example of a ‘place budgeting’ approach.  The guidelines for the 
program indicated that:   
… the funding earmarked for community renewal is not dedicated to any 
singular type of activity.  The scale of funding means there is scope for 
significant capital works expenditure in the program.  But the funding is 
also intended to support and enhance existing and new services and 
activities, which can clearly address the objectives of the program 
(Department of Housing, 1998: 3).  
The availability of a flexible pool of funds was intended to undertake a broad 
range of improvement activities developed through a process of engagement with 
stakeholders in renewal areas.  Other studies around this period highlighted the 
importance of financial incentives for successful renewal:   
Participation in the development of community renewal strategies is 
forthcoming when there is a known prospect of concrete action, and the 
availability of funding provides solid evidence of this. (Spiller, Gibbins & 
Swan, 2000: 27) 
Funds were primarily used to support the delivery of a very broad range of 
projects in the renewal areas.  Overall, 338 projects had been funded across all 
renewal areas in the period from September 1998 to June 2001.  These projects 
were categorised as outlined in Table 3 below.   
Whilst projects were categorised against one particular category, they were also 
likely to have an impact on other categories.  For example, pedestrian lighting 
was categorised as primarily a neighbourhood amenity project, but was also 
likely to have community safety impacts.  Similarly, a Police Citizens Youth 
Centre upgrade was categorised primarily as a sport and recreation project but 
was also likely to have community engagement (young people) and/or 
community safety impacts.   
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Table 3: Categories of Community Renewal funded project 1998-2001 
Category Brief Description 
Employment and 
Training 
These were projects that had a primary focus on 
improving employment and/or training opportunities for 
local people.  Examples include literacy and numeracy 
projects and some capital works projects.   
Community Services These projects were largely service delivery in nature 
and aimed to provide social and community services to 
the local communities (for example family support 
workers).   
Neighbourhood 
Amenity 
These projects aimed to primarily enhance the amenity 
of local neighbourhoods, largely through capital works 
activities such as park upgrades, tree planting, 
pedestrian lighting, etc. 
Community Facilities Projects that add or enhance facilities and social 
infrastructure to the local area.  Examples include the 
building or upgrade of local community centres or other 
buildings for local use.   
Sport and Recreation Projects that provide or enhance access to sport and 
recreation opportunities, either through capital works or 
through service delivery.   
Community Safety These projects were primarily directed at addressing 
local concerns about community safety.  This category 
includes capital works type projects (provision of a 
premises for a police beat) as well as more service 
delivery orientated projects.   
Community 
Engagement 
These projects were primarily aimed at engaging the 
local community in Community Renewal efforts – 
includes funding for all Facilitator positions (but not the 
Coordinators).   
Arts and Cultural 
Development 
This category includes projects that provided 
opportunities for art and cultural development activities in 
renewal areas.  Examples include community festivals, 
public arts programs, murals and other pubic arts pieces.   
Other This category includes any other projects or activities 
that do not obviously fit into any of the above categories.  
The main types of projects in this category are 
Community Renewal Program Infrastructure projects 
(such as the funding of Coordinators, Community Action 
Plans and on-going project management costs for the 
Program).   
Source: Department of Housing (2002) 
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Figure 4 provides an overview of the distribution of Community Renewal 
funding, according to the above categories across all renewal areas for the period 
since the program commenced in September 1998 to June 2001.  From Figure 4 it 
can be seen that the most significant category of funding was Neighbourhood 
Amenity projects, followed by Community Services projects and Community 
Facilities.  Only six percent of projects were primarily categorised as Community 
Safety projects, despite the significance of Community Renewal as part of the 
Government’s crime prevention strategy.  In this sense, the extent to which crime 
prevention had driven particular interventions in renewal areas was weak.   
Figure 4: Distribution of Community Renewal funding, all areas, 1998-2001 
Source: Walsh & Butler, 2002 
Governance and implementation arrangements 
There was a complex and overlapping set of governance and management 
arrangements, extending from central to regional to local levels, which had 
evolved to support the implementation of the program in renewal areas.  Key 
players and structures in these arrangements included:   
Local Renewal Facilitators: These officers had been appointed to encourage and 
support community engagement in Community Renewal, being the face of the 
program in the local area.  In most areas full-time facilitators had been in place 
Employment & 
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65 
 
for at least 12 months and supported one CRG, except in Ipswich where one 
facilitator had worked in three communities.  Most facilitators had been 
employed directly by the CRP, although in Logan City and Ipswich City, they 
had been engaged through the local Council.   
Renewal Coordinators: The program guidelines referred to the concept of a local 
coordinator or ‘place manager’, and in Manoora and Garbutt a senior officer 
located in the Department of Premier and Cabinet coordinated program activities.  
In Logan and Caboolture, a Coordinator had been appointed in each area and a 
similar position in Ipswich was deployed.  An internal review of the program 
documented the considerable workload required of program staff and 
recommended significant staffing increases.  This review noted the dedication 
and commitment of program staff, but also the confusion of roles resulting from 
the many and varied demands of the program (Nolan, 2000).   
Central program staff: Senior Project Officers, with the backing of program 
managers, were instrumental in introducing the program in all the renewal areas, 
overseeing local planning, encouraging initial community engagement and 
recruiting local renewal facilitators.  With deployment of renewal coordinators 
taking over many of the local level functions of the Senior Project Officers in the 
more mature renewal areas, the roles and responsibilities of these positions 
became the subject of management review.   
Community Reference Groups (CRGs): These groups had been established in 11 
of the 12 renewal areas as a key element of community involvement.  These 
groups were intended to have a direct involvement in decision making about 
project proposals. The CRG’s Terms of Reference describe membership as 
comprised of local residents and community organisations, although public 
servants regularly attended eight of the 11 CRGs.  Most CRGs had developed 
from existing networks through the process of developing Community Action 
Plans.  In Manoora the CRG had developed from the consultative structure 
established under the Urban Renewal Program, and in Leichhardt the consultative 
committee established for the Building Better Cities Program in the mid-1990s 
operated as the CRG.  The role and function of Community Reference Groups as 
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the key mechanism for community participation is discussed in detail in Chapter 
Five of this thesis.   
Local Government: Community Renewal had identified councils as key partners 
in renewal.  Generally, this had been formalised through the signing of a 
Memorandum of Understanding between the Department and the relevant 
Council.   
Regional Managers’ Forums (RMFs): The RMFs provided an opportunity for 
state government agencies to come together and coordinate activity within each 
renewal area.  They had been looked to by the program as a key coordinating 
mechanism for state government activity in the renewal areas.  Project proposals 
for funding were required to be endorsed by the relevant RMF.  In some cases 
(for example, Cairns), this work was delegated to a sub-committee.  CRP staff 
had facilitated the establishment of RMF-type mechanisms in two areas to 
support the program’s implementation – the Southern Gateway RMF (covering 
the Logan renewal areas) and the North Moreton Government Agency Network 
(covering Caboolture and Deception Bay).  In both of these cases, the renewal 
areas fell between existing RMFs. 
Local Members of Parliament: MPs also had a key role to play, and this had 
been endorsed by the Minister for Housing.  Their involvement varied between 
areas, but most MPs promoted the program and participated in CRG meetings 
directly or through their staff.  It should be noted that some MPs were also 
Cabinet Ministers and hence their capacity for involvement was affected by the 
work load associated with such a position.  MPs also provided advice on project 
submissions as part of the approval process by the Minister.   
The governance arrangements for the Community Renewal Program are outlined 
in Figure 5 below which shows the complexity of arrangements at central, 
regional and local levels.   
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Figure 5: Governance arrangements for the Community Renewal Program 
1998 – 2001  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Solid lines represent formal linkages.  Dotted lines represent informal linkages.   
At a central level, key actors included the Minister for Housing and Public 
Works, the Director-General of the Department of Housing, Directors-General 
and other senior head office staff from other Queensland Government agencies 
and Community Renewal Head Office staff including the Director of Community 
Renewal who reported to the Director-General of the Department of Housing.  
Other key head office staff included the Manager of Operations, a media and 
marketing unit and other staff involved in policy, research, planning and program 
development activities.  A key focus for Community Renewal Head Office staff 
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was liaison at a head office level both within the Department of Housing, with 
other government departments and with local Members of Parliament.   
At a regional level, key actors included local Members of Parliament (MPs) 
whose electorates contained at least one renewal area but which also spanned a 
much wider area.  At the time, all MPs were from the Government with three of 
them being then Cabinet Ministers.  As discussed above, Regional Managers 
Forums (RMFs) were also a key regional implementation mechanism.  As 
depicted in Figure 4, Local Government Authorities (or Councils) tended to span 
both the regional level as well as the local level.  This is because there were 
usually Councillors with a strong local focus but with the overall Council taking 
in a wider range of areas.  Logan and Ipswich City Councils contained three 
renewal areas each.  Community Renewal Coordinators also operated at this 
level.   
At the local level, the Community Reference Groups, local renewal facilitators 
and local steering committees were the key implementation components.   
CONCLUSION  
This Chapter has explored the historical and institution background for the 
establishment of Community Renewal in Queensland in the late 1990s.  In 
historical terms, the central argument of this Chapter has been that there has been 
a failure of Australian public policy to respond to local areas of entrenched social 
and economic disadvantage.  Apart from a brief period under the Whitlam 
Government (1972-1975), there has not been a direct effort by the 
Commonwealth to take action on this issue.  Some states (but not all) had 
developed their own responses to disadvantaged suburbs, mostly through State 
Housing Authorities because these areas were often typified by very high levels 
of public housing.   
The CRP was established in Queensland in 1998 in a context characterised by 
three key features.  First, recent Queensland research at the time identified areas 
throughout the state that were experiencing high levels of poverty.  This research 
put pressure on the government at the time to take action.  Second, since the 
early-to-mid-1990s, there was a growing interest in and experimentation with a 
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new concept of ‘place management’.  Community Renewal became the first 
‘place-based’ program in Queensland.  The third contextual factor was a set of 
other political imperatives at the time for government to demonstrate greater 
community engagement and responsiveness.  Community Renewal was cast as 
part of a suite of initiatives designed to achieve this greater community 
responsiveness.   
This Chapter has also provided a set of four key reasons why Australian public 
policy has failed to respond to local areas of entrenched social and economic 
disadvantage, unlike other ‘wicked problems’ such as homelessness.  First, the 
nature of Australia’s welfare regime has traditionally favoured a people-focus 
rather than a place-focus.  Second, there has been a lack of crises to prompt 
action – Australia has not experienced the scale and frequency of urban riots seen 
in the UK and US.  Third, there has been a failure of governance whereby 
Australia’s federated system of government and lack of Commonwealth 
leadership means there is no national policy coordination around issues of urban 
poverty.  Fourth, there has been a lack of sustained research on urban poverty and 
spatial disadvantage.   
Finally, this Chapter has provided an overview of the CRP in Queensland over 
the period of 1998-2001.  This period of implementation of Community Renewal 
provides an opportunity to examine a case study of what can be learnt in terms of 
governance arrangements to respond to neighbourhoods with high levels of social 
and economic disadvantage.   
The notion of governance is the focus of the following Chapter which aims to 
develop a more in-depth understanding of governance based on a new integrative 
definition and an associated set of nine theoretical governance propositions.   
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CHAPTER 3:  TOWARDS A FRAMEWORK FOR 
UNDERSTANDING GOVERNANCE  
 
INTRODUCTION 
The previous Chapter has explored the historical and institutional arrangements 
involved in place governance in public policy in Australia, particularly as it 
relates to responding to local areas experiencing entrenched social and economic 
disadvantage.  Whilst there have been some attempts to respond to areas of urban 
poverty, on the whole Australian public policy has failed to adequately respond 
to this issue, especially when compared to countries such as the UK and the US.  
The previous Chapter has offered a number of reasons for why this public policy 
failure might be the case, including a failure of governance.   
This Chapter examines the rise and prominence of governance as a key social 
science concept.  It draws upon a broad range of social science literatures across 
disciplines such as political science, public administration, sociology and social 
theory, geography and urban and regional planning.   
The overall aim of this Chapter is to develop a more refined theoretical 
understanding of the notion of governance which can be examined from an 
empirical perspective.  The Chapter begins with an overview of the rise and 
prominence of governance as a key social science concept including a brief 
summary of key themes in governance.  It then goes on to outline a number of 
problems with current conceptualisations of governance.  In response to these 
problems, the Chapter then provides a new integrative definition of governance.  
Flowing from this new definition, the Chapter sets out a series of nine theoretical 
governance propositions and each of these are explained with reference to 
different literatures.  The Chapter’s conclusion provides an overall summary and 
explains how the theoretical governance propositions will be empirically 
examined.   
THE RISE AND PROMINANCE OF GOVERNANCE IN SOCIAL SCIENCE 
The notion of ‘governance’ has risen to such prominence in the social sciences 
over the past almost two decades it has been described as ‘a rather promiscuous 
concept’(Newman, 2001: 12) and has been compared to ‘social capital’ as a 
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social science buzzword (Daly, 2003).  In the fields of organisational and 
management studies, governance has had a long tradition, with a focus on 
corporate governance dating back to the early 1960s (Eells, 1962).  A focus on 
‘corporate governance’ has also gained considerable momentum in the 
management field, fuelled by a spate of crises, or governance failures, in private 
sector companies (Bosch, 2002).   
Similarly, international institutions such as the World Bank and the OECD have 
promoted the notion of ‘good governance’ as an essential component to the 
future prospects for developing countries (OECD, 2004; World Bank, 1992; 
1994).  
However, governance is now a key theme across a range of social science 
disciplines and theoretical perspectives including political science, public 
administration, sociology, international relations, comparative politics and 
development studies (Kjær, 2004).  Pierre and Peters (2000) suggest the recent 
popularity of governance as a concept is due to its capacity to cover the whole 
range of institutions and relationships involved in the process of governing 
(unlike the narrower term ‘government’).  In reviewing the governance literature 
over the last two decades, Chhotray and Stoker (2009) note:   
Governance has become a focus of academic and practical discourse 
because traditional literatures and ways of explaining were inadequate to 
the task.  The world has changed and the rise of governance is an attempt 
to understand the implications of these changes, and how they might best 
be managed (2009: 2).   
Despite the currency of the term, there are a number of competing interpretations 
as to what governance actually means.  The issue of governance has become a 
pervasive theme particularly in public policy debates in the UK and Western 
European countries where the term has been used as a way of explaining changes 
in the public sector and the role of government, especially within a context of 
globalisation and the emergence of new supra-national institutions such as the 
European Union (Kooiman, 1993a, 1993b; Rhodes, 1996, 1997a, 2000b).   
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To a more limited extent, it has also become a focus of attention for public 
administration in the US (Kettl, 2000, 2002; Peters & Pierre, 1998; Lynn, 
Henrick& Hill, 2000), as well as in Canada (Peters & Savoie, 2000) and in 
Australia (Davis & Rhodes, 2000; Davis & Keating, 2000; Keating, Wanna & 
Weller, 2000).   
As a concept, governance can be applied to a broad range of settings and to a 
variety of spatial contexts.  Rose (1999) notes that ‘governance’ is used ‘as a kind 
of catch-all to refer to any strategy, tactic, process, procedure or programme for 
controlling, regulating, shaping, mastering or exercising control over others in a 
nation, organisation or locality’ (p. 15).  Similarly, Hoff (2003) describes 
governance as a ‘fishing net’ concept, continually being expanded to characterise 
all new forms of social coordination and consequently, running the risk of not 
being able to explain what governance is not.  The theoretical implications of 
such a potentially all-encompassing concept are discussed later in this Chapter.   
As a result, discussions of governance proliferate across many different contexts 
including an examination of ‘local governance’ which has become a central 
feature of much discussion in the analysis of urban regeneration programs, 
particularly in the UK (Bennington & Geddes, 2001; Booth, 2005; Carley, 2000; 
Davis, 2002; Geddes, 2003a; Raco, 2003; Whitehead, 2003).   
Summary of predominant themes in governance 
There are a number of predominant themes consistently emerging from the 
literature relating to governance.  These can be briefly summarised in the 
following way: (a) a focus on the complexity of social conditions that has led to a 
rise in the prominence of governance; (b) the role and relative importance of the 
state in governance arrangements and, in particular, the extent to which there has 
been a shift from government to governance or a ‘hollowing-out of the state’; (c) 
related to the role of the state, there is a focus on different modes of governance, 
usually expressed in terms of occurring through hierarchy, markets and networks, 
with a particular interest in the growth of network governance; (d) a reliance by 
the state on a range of non-state actors to address complex problems; and (e) the 
role of institutions in both enabling and constraining governance.   
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This Chapter explores each of these themes in-depth, in addition to exploring a 
number of other theoretical constructs in order to arrive at an improved 
understanding of governance.  This will be done through, first, identifying a 
number of problems relating to current understandings and conceptualisations of 
governance.  On this basis, a second aim is to propose a new definition of 
governance that seeks to overcome some of the problems identified.  Finally, 
based on a detailed review of the literature, a set of nine governance propositions 
are put forth as a way of ‘un-packing’ this definition to arrive at a more 
theoretically- and empirically-informed understanding of the notion of 
governance.   
PROBLEMS WITH CONCEPTUALISATIONS OF GOVERNANCE 
Background 
This section will argue that, overall, the notion of governance has been under-
theorised and, as a result, there are a number of theoretical and conceptual gaps 
in ‘governance theory’ which this Chapter seeks to overcome.  Indeed, the notion 
of ‘governance-as-theory’ itself can be seen as problematic.  Newman (2001) 
notes: ‘Governance acts as a descriptive and normative term, referring to the way 
in which organisations and institutions are (or should be) governed’ (2001: 16, 
original emphasis).  She goes on to highlight the tensions between descriptive 
and analytical uses of the term.   
This section examines a number of problems with current conceptualisations of 
governance.  First, there is the question of whether it makes sense to talk of 
‘governance-as-theory’ and this issue will be further explored.  Second, there are 
problems with the various ways in how governance is currently defined.  Third, 
the link between governance and complexity raises a number of questions.  
Fourth, there are contested views on the role of the state in governance.  Fifth, 
many accounts of governance do not deal with ‘the problem of collective action’.  
Finally, there are problems with conceptions of agency, structure and institutions 
and how these concepts are integrated into accounts of governance.   
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Each of these issues provides a basis for a new integrative definition of 
governance and a set of nine ‘governance propositions’ provided in the following 
sections of this Chapter.   
Governance as theory? 
One of the themes emerging from the literature is the distinction between 
governance as a descriptive tool for examining various empirical phenomenon 
and governance as an analytical and theoretical device (Bevir, 2004; Hoff, 
2003).  Such a distinction brings into question whether in fact it makes sense to 
talk of governance as a ‘theory’ (Newman, 2001), given that within the literature 
there is often a strong focus on empirical accounts of practice (see for example 
Bassett, Griffiths, & Smith, 2002; Carley, 2000; Davis, 2002; Johnson & 
Osborne, 2003; Rhodes, 1997a, 2000b; Rowe & Devanney, 2003).  Jessop (1998: 
29) also notes that even in the social sciences, usages of the term ‘governance’ 
are often ‘pre-theoretical’ and eclectic.   
The question then becomes: is the notion of ‘governance’ just a metaphor for 
describing new and expanding networks or does it provide a genuine frame of 
analysis and theorising about problems with social coordination?   
Hoff (2003) identifies and questions three key assumptions in governance theory.  
First, the assumption that there has been a shift from ‘government’ to 
‘governance’ as a mode of social and political coordination in modern Western 
democracies is challenged.  This assumption is based on the expansion of a broad 
range of policy networks at various levels (local, national and supra-national).  
However, this assumption fails to take sufficient account of the reality that many 
of these networks are often created on the initiative of public authorities.   
The second assumption in governance theory to be brought into question is that 
inter-dependence is an endogenous characteristic of policy networks.  In other 
words, actors in networks are interdependent because they rely upon each other 
to attain their goals.  Rather, for Hoff (2003), interdependence could actually be 
brought about by outside pressure or intervention.  The question of why networks 
develop and exist is a matter for empirical investigation requiring a ‘bottom-up’ 
approach.   
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The third assumption to be questioned is that the ‘natural’ point of investigation 
for governance is ‘the managerial perspective’.  The dominance of this 
perspective, argues Hoff (2003), is due to the dominance of the discipline of 
public administration in discussions of governance.   
Definitions of governance 
Traditionally, governance as a term has been used primarily to refer to the 
steering actions of political authorities as they attempt to shape socio-economic 
structures and processes in order to reach collective goals (Mayntz, 2003).  This 
kind of usage is similar to the simple definition of governance provided by the 
World Bank where governance is ‘the exercise of political power to manage a 
nation’s affairs’(in Rhodes, 1997a: 49).  Such a definition is, however, neutral as 
to the means available to achieve this outcome (Weller, 2000).   
As the use of the term has evolved in the social sciences its meaning has become 
more confused.  Pierre and Peters (2000) describe the concept of ‘governance’ as 
now being ‘notoriously slippery’ (2000: 7), noting that it is frequently used 
without an agreed upon definition: ‘the current academic governance debate is 
still to a large extent concerned with defining key concepts’(Pierre & Peters, 
2000: 7).  Bevir and Rhodes (2003) also echo this point.   
There are now many definitions of governance, often differing based upon the 
particular disciplinary perspective adopted or the underlying theoretical position 
taken.  For example, Kjær (2004) and Chhotray and Stoker (2009) examine 
governance from a number of cross-disciplinary perspectives including public 
administration/political science, international relations, comparative politics, 
developmental studies, corporative governance and environmental governance.  
Theoretical positions range from ‘collaborative governance’ (Ansell & Gash, 
2008; Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2012; Innes & Booher, 2010), ‘interactive 
governance’ (Torfing, Peters, Pierre, & Sørensen, 2012), ‘network governance’ 
(Rhodes, 1997a; Sørensen & Torfing, 2007), amongst others.   
Whilst there is significant discussion about the modes of governance, this is not 
well integrated with the outcomes of governance.  That is, there is a lack of 
analytical distinction between the goals of governance and how they are to be 
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achieved.  As will be discussed below, not explicitly distinguishing both ends and 
means of governance is problematic.   
Complexity and governance 
One of the key themes in the literature relates to the rise of governance as a 
response to the increasing complexity of social life: ‘Increasing complexity, 
diversity and dynamics mean a decrease in the possibilities to govern societal 
development from a single point’ (Kooiman, 1993a: 256).  The growth of social 
problems and risks associated with modern societies increases the need for 
collective problem solving involving a state that governs in other, more 
sophisticated ways.   
The notion of complexity has been often linked to governance (Amin & Hausner, 
1997; Jessop, 1997; Peters & Pierre, 2008; Pierre, 2005) and often as a way of 
explaining the rise of governance as a response to complex societal problems.  
However, there are three key problems with the link between governance and 
complexity.  First, there is a lack of clarity about the source of complexity.  
Second, there are questions about how complexity is manifest in understanding 
societal problems.  Third, there are questions about the implications complexity 
has for the design of policies and programs to address societal problems.   
The role of the state and the rise of networks in governance 
As a process of steering and coordinating society and social systems, governance 
can be viewed in at least two ways (Pierre, 2000a).  One view is a ‘state-centric’ 
one where key questions arise as to what extent the state has the political and 
institutional capacity to ‘steer’ society and how the role of the state relates to 
other influential actors – what Peters (2000a) refers to as ‘old governance’.  
Another view, which is more ‘society-centred’, focuses more on the role of 
formal and informal types of public-private interaction to achieve coordination 
and self-governance, most predominantly through networks and partnerships.  
Pierre (2000a) notes, however, that ‘neither perspective makes any 
prejudgements about the locus of power’ (p. 3).  One of the most prominent 
proponents of this second view of governance has been Rhodes (1994, 1996, 
1997a, 1997b, 2000a, 2000b, 2007).   
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The role of the state and the degree to which there has been a shift from 
hierarchies to markets and then to networks, often expressed as a dichotomous 
‘from-to’ typology, has been one of the most contested debates in governance.  
Therefore, it is important to be clear about the role of the state and the role of 
other non-state actors in governance.   
Collective action 
A number of accounts of governance couch it in terms of undertaking collective 
action or collective decision-making (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bogason, 2000; 
Chhotray & Stoker, 2009; Emerson, Nabatchi, & Balogh, 2012; Jordan, Wurzel 
& Zito, 2005; Torfing, Peters, Pierre & Sørensen, 2012).  However, most of these 
accounts of governance do not deal adequately with what could be termed the 
‘problem of collective action’.  That is, a key consideration for governance is 
how and under what conditions is it possible for actors to come together to 
undertake collective action in order to address societal or public problems.   
Conceptions of agency, structure and institutions 
Newman (2001) notes that theories of governance focusing on the self-steering 
capacities of governance regimes ‘tend to marginalise issues of agency and 
individual, institutional and state power’ (p. 20).  That is, there is an insufficient 
conceptualisation of the agency of actors and, in particular, the conditions under 
which agency is constrained and/or enabled8.  Peters (2000a) echoes this point in 
the following way:   
If the old governance approach creates a straw person of the unitary state 
as motivator of the action, the decentralised, fragmented approach of the 
new governance appears to have little to force the action.  Something may 
emerge from the rather unguided interactions within all the networks, but 
it is not clear how this will happen, and there is perhaps too much faith in 
the self-organising and self-coordinating capacities of people (2000a: 45).   
In a similar way, there has been a lack of consideration of the role of social 
structures and institutions and how these constrain and/or enable agency.   
                                                             
8 Following Bogason (2000), actors can be individuals, networks or organisations.   
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The role of institutions within governance arrangements has been an important 
focus in the literature (Allard & Small, 2013; Bogason, 2000; Hay & Wincott, 
1998; Lowndes, 2001; Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998; Ostrom, 1990, 2010; Peters, 
2014; Rhodes, 1997a).  However, forms of institutional analysis have not been 
well integrated with other theoretical perspectives relating to the role of the state, 
collective action and conceptions of agency and rationality.  This Chapter seeks 
to achieve an improved integration of these various theoretical perspectives.   
In order to address these issues, a new integrative definition of governance is 
proposed, along with an associated set of nine governance propositions.   
TOWARDS A NEW INTEGRATIVE DEFINITION OF GOVERNANCE 
In order to develop a clearer understanding it is proposed that at the heart of 
governance there are two fundamental defining components.  These are 
expressed in terms of an analytical distinction of the interdependence of means 
and ends as follows: 
(a) Governance is about the ends of collective action by multiple state and 
non-state actors to achieve coordination of social life through the 
implementation of a public purpose to address complex societal 
problems which cannot be dealt with by the state acting alone but 
which require authorisation by the state.   
(b) Governance is about the means of collective action by multiple state 
and non-state actors, drawing upon a range of institutions, instruments 
and resources that constructively engage those involved through 
interaction and communication in order to achieve governance 
outcomes.   
There are a number of implications and aspects that flow from this way of 
understanding governance.  These include: a focus on collective action; agency 
on the part of actors involved in governance; multiple state and non-state actors 
working together; the attempt to achieve coordination of social life; a focus on 
the complexity of societal problems that governance arrangements seek to 
address; the importance of institutions, instruments and resources for governance; 
constructive engagement of those involved in governance arrangements; and the 
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importance of interaction and communication in achieving governance ends.  
These implications are explored in greater detail below as a series of nine 
‘governance propositions’.  However, before exploring the propositions, the 
rationale for theanalytical distinction of the interdependence of means and ends 
will be discussed.   
Theoretical basis for a distinction between ends and means 
In the social sciences a key distinction can be made between ends and means of 
social action.  A sharp distinction between ends and means lies at the heart of 
positivist social science, especially variants in rational choice theories of social 
action (Fay, 1975; Whitford, 2002).  Fay (1975) argues that the distinction 
between ends and means is a reflection of the distinction between fact and value 
in social science, such that:   
… the choice between the ends to be pursued is thought to be a choice 
requiring a value judgement, but that the question as to the best means to 
a prescribed end is thought to be a factual question and therefore 
decidable scientifically (Fay, 1975: 49).   
Fay (1975) argues that there is a logical difficulty in drawing a sharp distinction 
between what is an end and what is a means:   
For every means is an end relative to the means required to achieve it, so 
that any given course of action may be either a means or an end 
depending upon the point of view which one adopts (Fay, 1975: 51).   
In other words, an ‘end’ in one context could become a ‘means’ in another 
context.  The implications of this argument are that the traditional divide between 
technical decisions about ‘means’ as an instrumental or factual choice are as 
value laden as are questions of ends, often seen as the only part of the ends-
means equation to be in the realm of values.   
This point is also one made by the American pragmatist philosopher John Dewey 
who rejects the duality of the means-ends equation, arguing that such a 
distinction is temporal and relational (Dewey, 1988).  Dewey rejected Parsons’ 
functionalist notion of ‘ultimate ends’ on the basis that human life is continuous 
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and that one end soon becomes a means for what follows: ‘Means and ends are 
two names for the same reality.  The terms denote not a division in reality but a 
distinction in judgment’ (Dewey, 1988: 28).  Rather than there being ‘ultimate 
ends’ or an end-in-itself, there are only ‘ends-in-view’ or ‘a means for directing 
action’.  Dewey rejected the notion that there is any such thing as the single, all-
important end.  In fact, ends are endless ‘forever coming into existence as new 
activities occasion new consequences’ (Dewey, 1988: 159).   
Means and ends in public administration and policy  
The difference between ends and means has been discussed in a number of 
contexts in public administration and policy.  For example, this distinction was a 
central part of public administration debates in the 1980s and 1990s under 
various guises such as New Public Management and the so-called ‘Reinventing 
Government’ movement which exhorted governments to focus on outcomes 
(ends) and to adopt entrepreneurial (market) means of operating in order to better 
achieve collective goals of public policy (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992).   
These prescriptions for public administration challenged the traditional Weberian 
conceptions of bureaucracy, characterised by ‘formal employment, salary, 
pension, promotion, specialized training and functional division of labour, well-
defined areas of jurisdiction, documentary procedures, and hierarchical sub- and 
super-ordination’ (Weber, 1978: 1393).   
The inter-connectedness between ends and means is also highlighted by public 
policy debates on implementation.  The famous study by Pressman and 
Wildavsky (1973) on the implementation of an economic development program 
in Oakland, California indicated that implementation (means) should not be 
separated from policy formulation (ends).  Ironically, however, the solutions they 
arrive at to minimise implementation failures maintain a positivist dualism 
between means and ends: ‘choices are made by those in charge and carried out by 
those who are subordinate – just another version of the politics-administration 
split’ (Denhardt, 2004: 129).   
In policy terms, ‘means’ has usually been identified with questions of efficiency 
(how well are things done?) while ‘ends’ has been concerned with issues of 
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effectiveness (what impact do they have?).  The practical inter-connection 
between ends and means is highlighted by Saunders (2002) in his discussion of 
the introduction and use of market mechanisms as a means for ‘reforming’ 
Australia’s welfare state: ‘many of the reforms that introduce market mechanisms 
into the design and delivery of welfare programs have consequences for what 
those programs are trying to achieve’ (Saunders, 2002: 53).   
In the context of policy design and implementation, Howlett (2009) points out:   
It is important to recognise … that deliberations of goals and means are 
not independent of each other, since their discussion is related to the 
extent that the articulation of goals involves due consideration of what is 
feasible, or possible, to achieve at any given conjuncture; while the 
selection of means is also dependent on the nature of the goals to be 
pursued (2009: 75).   
Similarly, Jordan, Wurzel and Zito (2005), in their discussion of the rise of ‘new’ 
policy instruments in environmental policy, make an analytical distinction 
between means and ends as shown in Table 4 below.   
Table 4: A Simple Typology of Governance Types 
 Government Determines 
Societal Goals (Ends) 
Society Determines 
Societal Goals (Ends) 
Government selects the 
means of policy 
STRONG GOVERNMENT 
(hierarchical steering from 
the centre 
HYBRID TYPES 
Society selects the 
means of policy 
HYBRID TYPES STRONG GOVERNANCE 
(society is ‘self-steering’ 
and ‘self-organising’) 
Source: Reproduced from Jordan, Wurzel &Zito (2005: 484). 
The table identifies four ‘quadrants’ along the two dimensions of, first, 
determination of societal goals (ends) and, second, selection of the means of 
policy.  In the first quadrant, government both determines policy ends and selects 
the means of achieving the policy.  This is characterised as ‘strong government’ 
with hierarchical steering from the centre.  In contrast, the fourth quadrant is 
characterised by ‘strong governance’ whereby ‘society’ determines both the 
policy goals and the means of achieving it.  That is, society is ‘self-steering’ and 
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‘self-organising’.  The other two quadrants are characterised as ‘hybrid types’ 
with a mixture of government selecting the means of policy and society 
determining the policy ends (quadrant 2) or vicae versa (quadrant 3).   
The key point to be made from this brief discussion is that the way in which a 
particular problem is formulated implies a certain means to address it and this 
involves a certain set of values and beliefs about the world.  The selection of the 
most appropriate or ‘best’ means is not merely a value-neutral technical exercise 
but implies an end state of affairs, which itself becomes a means within another 
context.   
The implications of this analysis are that explanations relating to attempts to 
achieve societal coordination (ends) cannot be separated from explanations of the 
means available to achieve this.  Conversely, discussion of the modes or means 
of governance cannot be divorced from the impediments faced in attempts to 
achieve social coordination.  Whilst for analytical purposes it is possible to make 
such a distinction, in reality this is not the case.  There exists a dynamic 
interdependence between the barriers confronting attempts for societal 
coordination and the means available to achieve such an end.   
Governance is inherently about means and ends and both are interdependent – the 
ends of governance will indicate the means of governance and the means of 
governance will facilitate the achievement of the ends/outcomes of the 
governance venture.   
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GOVERNANCE PROPOSITIONS 
Flowing from the definition developed above, it is proposed that there are nine 
theoretical propositions relating to governance.  These are summarised in Table 5 
below.  These propositions build upon and extend similar work by others 
including Ansell and Gash (2008), Emerson, Nabatchi and Balogh (2012), Innes 
and Booher (2010) and Stoker (1998).  Each of the nine propositions are inter-
related.   
Together, these propositions constitute a framework for a better theoretical 
understanding of governance.  This framework will then be empirically examined 
from the re-analysis of the data collected on the first phase of the implementation 
of the Community Renewal Program.  On the basis of this examination, further 
adjustments, if necessary, can be undertaken.  That task is the focus of Chapter 
Six of this thesis.  After setting out a summary of the propositions and how they 
are related in Table 5 below, the remainder of this Chapter will provide a detailed 
explanation for each of them.   
Table 5: Nine Governance Propositions 
1. Governance takes place in a societal and system context that is characterised by 
complexity arising from the nature of social change and the nature of social problems 
in a society context characterised by post-modern conditions.   
2. The state is a central actor in governance arrangements in undertaking collective 
action to address complex societal problems but the state also relies on a broad range 
of other non-state actors to achieve governance goals.   
3. It is possible for people to come together and to cooperate in order to undertake 
collective action to address complex social problems.   
4. Actors are not just self-serving, rational ‘utility maximisers’ acting on the basis of an 
instrumental rationality but are capable of a communicative rationality.   
5. Actors involved in governance have agency but they do not have unlimited freedom – 
actors enact structure while structure constrains them and both evolve together 
through time and space.   
6. Institutions, understood as a combination of implementation structures, instruments 
and resources, are critical when it comes to governance but they require legitimisation 
and authorisation by the state.   
7. Networks are an important and legitimate form of governance but they operate ‘in the 
shadow of hierarchy’.   
8. Interaction, communication and constructive engagement of those involved are 
fundamental requirements for governance arrangements.   
9. Because the state is a central actor in governance arrangements, different ways of 
working, recognising different forms of knowledge are required by state actors.   
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Governance Proposition 1:  Governance takes place in a societal and 
system context that is characterised by complexity arising from the 
nature of social change and the nature of social problems in a societal 
context characterised by post-modern conditions.   
This governance proposition highlights that the notion of governance has arisen 
in a societal context characterised by a high degree of complexity and 
fragmentation.  The issue of increasing complexity of social life can be explored 
along two dimensions relating to the nature of social change and the nature of 
social problems within society.   
Complexity of social life 
One of the key themes in the literature relates to the rise of governance as a 
response to the increasing complexity of social life (Amin & Hausner, 1997; 
Innes & Booher, 2010; Jessop, 1997; Peters & Pierre, 2008): ‘Increasing 
complexity, diversity and dynamics mean a decrease in the possibilities to govern 
societal development from a single point’(Kooiman, 1993a: 256).  The growth of 
social problems and risks associated with modern societies increases the need for 
collective problem solving involving a state that governs in other, more 
sophisticated ways.   
Fundamental shifts in state-market-society relationships have occurred where 
important new economic and social problems have emerged which cannot be 
managed by hierarchical or market mechanisms (Jessop, 1998: 32).  The 
complexity of these problems highlights the inadequacies of state and market 
mechanisms to offer sustained resolutions.   
The complexity of the problems within an increasing dynamic and diverse 
society means that no single agency (public or private) has the capacity to arrive 
at solutions or to control events across complex and diverse fields of action and 
interaction (Kooiman, 1993a; Newman, 2001: 15).   
There are two key sources of complexity.  The first relates to the nature of social 
change and societal transformation in contemporary society, what some have 
called the emergence of ‘post-modern conditions’(Bogason, 2000; Crook, 
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Pakulski, & Waters, 1992; Fox & Miller, 1995).  The second relates to the nature 
of increasingly complex social issues that require a collective response but which 
also elude traditional approaches to governing.  These particular social problems 
have been labelled ‘wicked issues’(Rittel & Webber, 1973; Head, 2008; Head & 
Alford, 2013).  Each of these sources of complexity is explored in more detail.   
The nature of social change and societal transformation – the 
emergence of post-modern conditions 
The nature of social change and societal transformation in modern society poses 
a direct challenge to attempts to achieve social coordination.  In particular, it 
raises questions about how social change can be understood in advanced modern 
societies.  Conventional understandings of social change in modern society are 
largely based on theories emanating from the foundational theorists of sociology 
– Marx, Durkheim and Weber.  However, more recently these foundations have 
been challenged by other theorists who contend that social change can best be 
understood by the emergence of ‘postmodern conditions’ (Bogason, 2000).   
The notion of postmodernity generally holds that society has experienced a 
definitive break or a transformational shift from previous conditions of 
modernity.  However, this is a point of considerable debate.  Theorists such as 
Bauman (1988) argue that there has been a transformational shift such that there 
is now a new societal form in place: ‘postmodernity …is an aspect of a fully-
fledged, viable social system which has come to replace the “classical” modern 
capitalist society …’ (p. 811).  However, other theorists, such as Habermas (2001 
[1981]) and Giddens (1990), do not accept such propositions: ‘We have not 
moved beyond modernity but are living precisely through a phase of its 
radicalisation’ (Giddens, 1990: 51).  This debate has been played out in the 
literature over the past 20 years or more and it is not proposed that this section of 
the thesis will attempt any sort of resolution.  Rather, the position adopted here is 
one enunciated by Bogason (2000; 2004) that, rather than there being a definitive 
transition to postmodernity, modernity and postmodern conditions coexist.   
Here, modernity is characterised by theoretical approaches to social change 
associated with the traditions of Marx, Durkheim and Weber which specify 
processes of modernisation involving, respectively, commodification, 
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differentiation and rationalisation (Crook, Pakulski & Waters, 1992: 3-26).  
However, in terms of governance, it is particularly the concept of rationalisation 
that is at the core of modern society.  Here, rationalisation can be understood as 
‘the systematic use of global and generalizing reason’ (Bogason, 2000: 14) and is 
underpinned by the parallel processes of industralisation and bureaucratisation.  
The essential feature of these processes is that ‘an elaborate hierarchical system 
is constructed, based on the explicitly stated and hence known contents of a large 
number of functions and corresponding roles, serving the purpose of 
standardising the production of goods and services’ (Bogason, 2000: 15).  The 
consequences of rationalisation within modern society are integration and 
coherence, achieved through either centralisation and formalisation at a systems 
level or through the role of the bureaucracy (Weber, 1978).   
If modern society is characterised by processes of rationalisation to achieve 
integration and coherence, postmodern conditions are characterised by a high 
degree of disaggregation or fragmentation such that:  
… the processes of control based on rationalization fail and hence 
integration policies cannot be pursued, at least not by modern hierarchical 
means.  It follows that individuals and organisations pursue their own 
separate goals and are not effectively subject to coordination measures 
that they do not accept (Bogason, 2000: 19) 
Bogason (2000) identifies three key features of fragmentation characteristic of 
postmodern conditions: individualism, internationalisation and organisational 
segmentation.  An increased emphasis on the individual undermines previous 
conceptions of the class-division of modern society and highlights heterogeneity, 
catering for ‘individual tastes’ and a move away from standardised provision of 
services (or the ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach).  Processes of internationalisation 
stress the role of international political and economic institutions and a potential 
weakening of the autonomy of the nation state.  This is discussed in more detail 
below.  Organisational segregation has both vertical and horizontal dimensions 
and results in a dispersal of authority and action outwards to new organisations 
and downwards to local organisations.  These features have some important 
implications for the role of the state and these are discussed in more detail below.   
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As a result of the processes of fragmentation characteristic of postmodern 
conditions in contemporary society, there are a number of important shifts taking 
place: a shift from standardised mass production to a pattern of flexible 
specialisation; a shift from a production society to an information society; a shift 
from understanding systems of production to understanding patterns of 
consumption; with a change from production to consumption comes a shift from 
notions of a class society to a pluralistic society; and a shift in emphasis from 
integration to differentiation and non-mass organised systems of interest 
(Bogason, 2000; Gibbins, 1989).   
The extent to which these shifts have actually occurred can obviously be a point 
of contention.  However, this analysis of contemporary social conditions as a 
context for achieving societal coordination (governance) has two key 
implications.  First, there is interdependence across institutional and 
organisational settings resulting in a growing need for coordination of social 
actors despite patterns of differentiation.  Second, the fragmented nature of 
postmodern social conditions creates problems regarding collective solutions and 
attempts to engage in collective action.  Each of these implications is addressed 
in more detail below.   
The problem of ‘wicked issues’ 
The second key source of complexity relates to the nature of social problems that 
are often the subject of attempts of social coordination.  There are now a range of 
social problems that increasingly appear as being ‘intractable’.  Issues such as 
homelessness, drug abuse, managing environmental change, reducing crime or 
responding to patterns of entrenched disadvantage are all contemporary examples 
of what have come to be termed ‘wicked issues’ (Rittel & Webber, 1973; Clarke 
& Stewart, 1997; Head, 2008; Head & Alford, 2013).   
In their insightful analysis, Rittel and Webber (1973) identify ten characteristics 
of what they term to be ‘wicked problems’.  Although their ten characteristics are 
largely descriptive, they do hold out a set of three important epistemological, or 
foundational, proposals.   
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The first proposal is that ‘wicked problems’ are characterised by a lack of a 
definitive formulation of the problem – understanding the problem depends upon 
an idea for solving it (‘problem understanding and problem resolution are 
concomitant to each other .. the problem can’t be defined until the solution has 
been found’).  Similarly, ‘the choice of explanation determines the nature of the 
problem’s resolution’.   
By now we are beginning to realize that one of the most intractable 
problems is that of defining problems (of knowing what distinguishes an 
observed condition from a desired condition) and of locating problems 
(finding where in the complex causal networks the trouble really lies).  In 
turn, and equally intractable, is the problem of identifying the actions that 
might effectively narrow the gap between what-is and what-ought-to-be 
(Rittel & Webber, 1973: 159).   
It follows from this that an individual’s value-base or ‘world view’ will have a 
strong role in explaining the nature of a problem and therefore in determining a 
potential solution or set of solutions.   
The second foundational issue is the inter-relatedness of cause and symptom – 
‘the process of resolving the problem starts with the search for causal explanation 
of the discrepancy.  Removal of that cause poses another problem of which the 
original problem is a symptom’ (Rittel & Webber, 1973:).  In this sense, the 
‘cause’ of a particular problem can be seen as a ‘symptom’ of a higher level 
problem.  However, the higher the level of a problem’s formulation, the more 
difficult it becomes to identify potential solutions.   
Third, ‘wicked problems’ are not amenable to conventional research designs such 
as experimental studies.  This is because there are no true or false answers to 
wicked problems, there are no ‘ends’ in the causal chains, no ultimate test of a 
solution and every solution or intervention attempted can become irreversible, or 
at least have long-run consequences affecting people’s daily lives (Rittel & 
Webber, 1973).   
It is in the face of this complexity that the issue of governance has arisen to such 
prominence.  The complexity of social and other problems confronting society 
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means that no one actor, including the state, has ‘all knowledge and information 
required to solve complex, dynamic and diversified problems, (Kooiman, 1993a: 
4).  This then raises the issue of the role of the state and the reliance on other 
non-state actors to achieve governance goals.  This is the focus of the second 
governance proposition.   
Governance Proposition 2:  The state is a central actor in governance 
arrangements in undertaking collective action to address complex 
social problems but the state also relies on a broad range of other non-
state actors to achieve governance goals.   
Perhaps one of the most pervasive themes to emerge in the governance literature 
is concerned with the changing nature and role of government in advanced liberal 
democracies.  The central theme is a questioning or challenging of the capacity of 
governments to exercise political authority to achieve collective goals.  Here, the 
key notion is that we are witnessing a shift from ‘government’ to ‘governance’ or 
‘governance without government’  (Rhodes, 1994, 1996, 1997a).   
In much of the governance literature, it is argued that the state has been 
‘hollowed out’ (Provan & Millward, 2001; Rhodes, 1994), that there has been a 
‘decline in central government’s ability to steer society’ (Jordan, Wurzel & Zito, 
2005: 480) and that ‘the sovereign state … is losing its grip and is being replaced 
by new ideas about pluricentric government based on interdependence, 
negotiation and trust’ (Sørensen & Torfing, 2007: 3).  The point often being 
made in these discussions is that the state is but one player, and possibly a minor 
one at that, in societal governance.  Is this really the case and what other 
perspectives can help understand the role of the state?   
In the immediate post-war period of the 1950s and 1960s, governments 
throughout the Western world were characterised by high profile interventions in 
the economy and social life.  Hence, this period witnessed the expansion of the 
welfare state, increased spending on public services and the emergence of 
ambitious government programs to address major social issues, for example ‘The 
Great Society’ programs in the US (Pierre & Peters, 2000).  This was a period 
characterised as government-is-the-answer.   
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During this period leading into the 1970s, governance evolved through three 
successive phases: first, a focus on planning (how to steer); second, a focus on 
policy development (the instruments for steering); and third, a focus on policy 
implementation (steering failures) sparked off by Pressman and Wildavsky’s 
(1973) famous study of implementation of public programs.   
However, by the 1980s and early 1990s, government became re-defined, not as 
the solution to social problems but as the key cause of these problems.  During 
this period a consensus emerged that ‘the state has become too big, too costly, 
too rigid, too standardised and too insensitive to individual identities’(Considine, 
2001: 5).   
Essentially, the argument is, because government is now so reliant on a range of 
other non-state actors to achieve outcomes and because an increasing number of 
policy decisions are being taken in and through self-organising policy networks, 
government authority and power have been dispersed, greatly diminished and has 
resulted in a fundamental transformation in the role of the state.   
However, Bell and Hindmore (2009) argue that this line of argument is a 
‘society-centred’ view of governance.  Instead, they ‘argue for a definition of 
governance from a state-centric relational perspective and define governance as 
the tools, strategies and relationships used by governments to help govern (Bell 
& Hindmore, 2009: 2, original emphasis).  They suggest that claims about an 
increasing government use of markets and network arrangements are exaggerated 
and point out that ‘even where government have chosen to cede some of their 
authority to non-state actors, they always retain the authority to change 
governance arrangements’ (Bell & Hindmore, 2009: 11).  That is, governments 
and state agencies play a key role in meta-governance or the ‘government of 
governance’ whereby state and governmental hierarchies have a crucial role in 
coordinating the activities of governance regimes (Whitehead, 2003).   
Whilst governance arrangements to respond to complex social problems require 
the involvement of multiple non-state actors, this does not mean a diminished 
role for government but rather a more ‘hybrid’ form of governance whereby the 
various networks are formed and operated ‘in the shadow of hierarchy’ 
(Whitehead, 2003; Scharpf, 1994).  As Scharpf (1994) points out, ‘the state will 
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often have defined (or even created) the groups and corporate actors whose 
agreement will be required, and the procedures through which it is to be 
obtained’ (p. 41).  Adams and Hess (2010) make a similar point in that 
government is required to provide both a ‘powerful authorising environment’ for, 
and a ‘framework for operationalising’, place-based initiatives.   
Rather than the state receding in relevance or disappearing, it is still extremely 
relevant for social action for it brings with it resources and legitimacy to act in 
ways no private citizen could do on their own, what Bogason (2000: 13) calls 
‘the public power’ and what Adams and Hess (2010) refer to as the ‘powerful 
authorising environment’ (p. 8).  However, this does not mean that there are not 
challenges facing the state and its agents:  
The modern state and its rational organisations, then, are undergoing 
change through many forces which may be somewhat at odds with one 
another.  The state is not disappearing, however, but some of its agents 
are becoming challenged’ (Bogason, 2000: 5).   
The challenges facing state actors require new ways of working by those in 
bureaucracy and this proposition is explored further below (Proposition 9).  This 
second proposition has highlighted the role of the state in governance 
arrangements in undertaking collective action to address complex problems.  The 
following proposition focuses on the problem of collective action – how and 
under what conditions is it possible for actors to cooperate to undertake collective 
action to address complex social problems?   
Governance Proposition 3:  It is possible for people to come together 
and to cooperate in order to undertake collective action to address 
complex societal problems.   
From the previous discussion it can be seen that attempts to achieve social 
coordination to attain collective goals necessarily involve a multitude of actors, 
embedded in patterns of interdependence within a context of complexity as a 
result of a high level of fragmentation and the intractable (or ‘wicked’) nature of 
problems requiring resolution.  This then raises the problem of collective action.  
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Generally, the problem of collective action refers to the question of whether it is 
possible for people to cooperate with each other to achieve a collective goal.   
The possibility of cooperation 
The problem of collection action came to the fore in the mid-1960s following the 
publication of Mancur Olson’s (1965) influential book The Logic of Collective 
Action.  Olson challenged conventional theories which held that groups form and 
take collective action in order to achieve their common goals.  The assumption 
that groups act in their self-interest because individuals do was not logically true 
argued Olson:   
Indeed, unless the number of individuals in a group is quite small, or 
unless there is coercion of some other special device to make individuals 
act in their common interest, rational, self-interested individuals will not 
act to achieve their common or group interests (Olson, 1965: 2, original 
emphasis).   
Olson’s analysis is theoretically derived from an analogy of the individual and 
economic organisations in a perfectly competitive market – a rational self-
interested individual would not contribute to the provision of a public good 
because, by definition, a public good is one such that those who do not pay or 
purchase it cannot be excluded from it.  This is commonly referred to as ‘the 
free-rider’ problem (the voluntary provision of public goods, see Elster, 1989) or 
‘the zero contribution thesis’(Ostrom, 2000).  Hence, there is a need for some 
externally enforced rules or coercion.  Olson reinforces his point by using the 
example of the modern nation state which, despite the bonds of patriotism, 
common culture and the provision of indispensable public goods (such as law 
and order), has been unable to support itself through voluntary taxation – 
compulsory payments are needed (Olson, 1965: 13).   
The idea that rational agents were not likely to cooperate in certain settings was 
subsequently adopted by games theory, in particular the ‘prisoners’ dilemma’ (R. 
Hardin, 1982).  The name of prisoners’ dilemma is derived from the imaginary 
situation where police arrest two people who are strongly suspected of having 
committed a serious crime, yet the authorities lack enough hard evidence to make 
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a conviction stick.  However, they do have enough evidence to convict them both 
of a much lesser crime.  The prisoners are held in separate interviewing rooms 
with no possibility of communicating with each other.  The police make them 
both the following offer: if one confesses to the serious crime and implicates the 
other who does not confess, then the one confessing will go free and the other 
will be sentenced to, for example, 10 years jail.  If they both confess, they will be 
prosecuted but receive a lesser sentence, for example, 5 years jail for both.  If 
they both do not confess, then the police will only be able to convict them of the 
lesser offence which is likely to only attract a sentence of, for example, 1 year.   
The logic of this game goes along the following lines:   
• If Prisoner 1 thinks that Prisoner 2 will not confess (cooperate), then 
Prisoner 1 is faced with one of two possible outcomes.  There is a choice 
to be made.  If Prisoner 1 chooses to also not confess (cooperate) they 
receive only 1 year jail time.  Or Prisoner 1 could defect and confess and 
go free.  So it pays to defect if it is thought the other player will 
cooperate.   
• But if Prisoner 1 thinks that the other player will defect (confess), then 
there are also two options to choose from.  Prisoner 1 could choose to 
cooperate (not confess) resulting in maximum jail time (10 years), or to 
also defect and confess resulting in only 5 years jail.   
• Thus, it is better to defect if it is thought that the other player is going to 
cooperate and it is also better to defect if it is thought the other player will 
defect.  Regardless of what the other player chooses, it is better to defect, 
resulting in a punishment of 5 years when, had they both cooperated (not 
confessing), they would both only receive 1 year.   
The importance of the prisoners’ dilemma game was that it predicted a sub-
optimal equilibrium where each ‘player’ was worse off than if they had 
cooperated with each other (each not confessing).  Thus, individual rationality 
leads to collective irrationality or the pursuit of self-interest by each leads to a 
poor outcome for all.   
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An important aspect of this classic game is that it is non-cooperative in that the 
players make their decisions independently of one another.  Ostrom (1998: 2) 
notes that the prisoner’s dilemma applies to ‘all of us – whenever we consider 
trusting others to cooperate with us on long-term joint endeavors’.   
Cooperation as a possibility 
However, both the prisoners’ dilemma and Olson’s (1965) analysis have been 
criticised for being overly static and not allowing for other factors that could 
come into play.  For example, R. Hardin (1982: 156) showed that under dynamic 
conditions, cooperation was possible due to a ‘contract by convention’, that is, 
‘social contracts … sustained by the moral obligation of tacit consent or fair 
play’.  Similarly, Axelrod (1984) showed that under conditions with an indefinite 
number of interactions (which is more real life) the most successful strategy is for 
players to cooperate unless the other defects, in which case the first one will also 
defect as a way of punishing the other.  Hence, the game of ‘tit for tat’ – the 
strategy of cooperating on the first move then doing whatever the other player did 
on the previous move (Axelrod, 1984: 20).  The continuing chance of interaction 
between the players is a fundamental necessity for the emergence and 
development of cooperation in this framework: ‘cooperation can evolve from 
small clusters of individuals who base their cooperation on reciprocity and have a 
small proportion of their interactions with each other’ (Axelrod, 1984: 21).   
The prisoners’ dilemma was extended to incorporate situations involving the 
management of common-pool resources (CPRs) such as fisheries, water 
resources and other natural resource systems.  Garrett Hardin (1968) coined the 
term ‘the tragedy of the commons’ to highlight the problems of managing natural 
resource systems where use cannot be restricted.  He uses an imaginary pasture 
‘open to all’ where each herder receives a direct benefit from their animals 
grazing.  Each herder is motivated to add more animals to the point where the 
pasture becomes overgrazed and hence of use to no one:   
Therein is the tragedy.  Each man [sic] is locked into a system that 
compels him to increase his herd without limit – in a world that is limited.  
Ruin is the destination towards which all men rush, each pursuing his own 
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best interest in a society that believes in the freedom of the commons (G. 
Hardin, 1968: 1244).   
In these situations it seems that the only answer is to either rely upon coercive 
state intervention to monitor and enforce laws for the mutual benefit of all or to 
adopt market type arrangements that then replace common-property systems with 
a system of private property rights (Ostrom, 1990).   
In her important study of the institutional arrangements for governing CPRs, 
Ostrom (1990) also adopts a game-theoretic approach.  However, she shows, 
through empirical case studies, that there is another alternative to either coercive 
state intervention or privatisation.  She identifies examples of where local people 
have successfully established their own institutions for governing the use of 
CPRs which involves those concerned entering into binding contracts committing 
to a cooperative strategy that they themselves work out.  This ‘self-financed 
contract enforcement game’ (Ostrom, 1990: 17) allow the participants greater 
control over issues such as designing the rules of the game, bringing in third 
parties to assist with arbitration and negotiating changes to improve expected 
outcomes.  Along similar lines to Axelrod (1984), one of the keys to success for 
the small-scale CPRs of Ostrom’s (1990) study was the localised nature of the 
arrangements that enabled ongoing interaction and communication among the 
participants:   
Thus, it is possible that they can learn whom to trust, what effects their 
actions will have on each other and on the CPR … When individuals have 
lived in such situations for a substantial period of time and have 
developed shared norms and patterns of reciprocity, they possess social 
capital with which they can build institutional arrangements for resolving 
CPR dilemmas. (Ostrom, 1990: 184) 
Hence, cooperation amongst individuals and groups to undertake collective 
action as a means to resolve complex problems is a real possibility.  However, 
although cooperation is a possibility for collective action, much of the discussion 
of the problem of collective action has been framed in terms of a notion of 
rationality based upon rational choice theory.  That is, actors are simply ‘utility 
maximisers’ acting to achieve their best interests in whatever situation they 
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experience.  This reliance on instrumental rationality can be seen to be 
problematic.  The following proposition provides a critique of this form of 
rationality and proposes an alternative, that of communicative rationality to 
achieve collective goals.   
Governance Proposition 4:  Actors are not just self-serving, rational 
‘utility maximisers’ acting on the basis of an instrumental rationality 
but are capable of a communicative rationality.   
Underpinning much of the discussion concerned with collective action has been 
an assumption of rationality associated with rational choice theory.  Originally 
emanating from economics, rational choice theory emerged in political science in 
the 1950s and 1960s (Buchanan & Tullock, 1962; Downs, 1957) and in sociology 
in the 1990s, particularly with the theoretical work of Coleman (1990).  As a 
general theoretical orientation, rational choice theory seeks to explain social 
outcomes by constructing models of individual action and behaviour.   
The appeal of rational choice theory 
There are a number of reasons for the rise in ‘appeal’ of rational choice theory in 
various disciplines.  First, rational choice theory attempts to provide a bridge or a 
unifying language across disciplines such as economics, political science and 
sociology.  Second, as a theory, it is parsimonious in that, it is claimed, it 
provides a complete conception of action such that no further questions are 
required – ‘rational action is its own explanation’(Boudon, 1998: 817).  Along 
these lines it has also been suggested that ‘it is nearly impossible for us to 
develop a body of social action theory that is not ultimately and fundamentally a 
rational action theory’(Goode, 1997: 24)  Third, it is an attempt to link micro and 
macro levels of explanation; that is, rational choice theory attempts to provide an 
explanation of the micro-foundations of social outcomes, rather than necessarily 
focusing on individual behaviour per se.  This point is one particularly taken by 
political science where the focus would be, for example, on electoral outcomes as 
a result of individual voting behaviour.  However, in sociology this has been a 
point of debate so that Blau (1997), for example, whilst not dismissing either 
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rational choice theory or its methodological individualism, argues that a focus on 
explaining individual behaviour is not the task of sociology.   
Despite the rise in appeal of rational choice theory, particularly in sociology, it 
has nevertheless spurred a series of hotly contested debates.  One of the central 
debates focuses on whether people’s behaviour is explainable in terms of utility 
maximisation or in terms of the role of norms and socialisation in the formation 
of subjectivity and the role of language and social context through which 
rationality, choice, interest and self-awareness come into being (Wrong, 1997).  
However, the existence of norms for rational choice theorists is generally 
explained as a result of individuals pursuing their self-interested aims in a context 
where others are doing the same; that is, there is no ascribing causal priority to 
norms (Coleman, 1990).  These discussions have been characterised in the 
following way:   
At its worst, the debate degenerates into a caricatured contrast between a 
cold and calculating egoist engaged at the breakfast table in a cost-benefit 
assessment of the value of continuing his/her marriage and an 
oversocialised goody-two-shoes programmed in early childhood to 
cherish the values and conform to the norms that sustain the social order 
by serving the common good (Wrong, 1997: 77).   
Despite the intensity of these debates, however, rational choice theory is claimed 
to occupy a position of ‘paradigmatic privilege’ in the social sciences (Whitford, 
2002).   
Key assumptions of rational choice theory 
Although it is claimed that rational choice is more a rubric or family of theories 
(Hechter & Kanazawa, 1997), most variations rely upon several key assumptions 
(Green & Shapiro, 1994; Whitford, 2002).  First, the average person is a self-
interested utility maximiser and their actions are rational when objectives are 
‘pursued by means that are efficient and effective for achieving these objectives’ 
(Olson, 1965: 65).  This assumption requires that only some sets of preferences 
be maximised without necessarily specifying any particular goal.  The second 
assumption across theories of rational choice is that individuals know their 
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preferences and can rank order them and, on this basis, when faced with choices 
relating to those preferences, will choose courses of action to maximise 
individual benefits and minimise individual costs.  Hence, individuals will act to 
maximise their utility by choosing ‘more rather than less’ of their preferences 
(Buchanan & Tullock, 1962: 32).   
The third assumption is that individuals will seek to maximise the expected value 
of their own pay-off rather than actual utility due to the fact that ‘decision 
making often takes place under conditions of uncertainty’(Green & Shapiro, 
1994: 15; Whitford, 2002).   
The fourth key assumption is that: ‘only the individual chooses, and that rational 
behaviour … can only be discussed meaningfully in terms of individual 
action’(Buchanan & Tullock, 1962: 32).  Hence, collective outcomes are 
aggregations of individual choices.  This approach is known as methodological 
individualism.  The final assumption within rational choice theory is one of 
homogeneity and stability – that decisions, rules and preferences are stable over 
time and similar among people (Green & Shapiro, 1994: 17).   
Critiques of rational choice theory 
Critiques of rational choice theory come from a number of different sources and 
can be grouped in terms of three broad sets of critique – ontological, 
epistemological and methodological.   
In terms of ontological critiques of rational choice theory, three main problems 
can be identified.  First, Whitford (2002) challenges the inherent belief in rational 
choice theories that individuals carry a relatively stable and pre-existing set of 
preferences from one context to the other – what he terms ‘the portfolio model of 
the actor’ (Whitford, 2002: 325).  In ontological terms, rational choice theory 
leaves little room for reflexivity or the capacity for an actor to change preferences 
in response to their social context.  Here, the work of pragmatist philosopher 
John Dewey can be drawn upon to present an alternative conception.  For Dewey, 
the actor does not form desires ‘by way of a calculated estimate of future delights 
and miseries, but by way of experiencing present ones’(Dewey, 1988: 140).   
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In contrast to the portfolio model, desires are not simply ‘inside’ the actor but 
depend also on the situation at hand.  Desires mature and change on the basis of 
experience and deliberation when there is some trouble in the existing situation:  
Deliberation has its beginning in troubled activity and its conclusion in 
choice of a course of action which straightens it out.  It no more 
resembles the casting up of accounts of profit and loss … than an actor 
engaged in drama resembles a clerk recording debit and credit items in his 
ledger (Dewey, 1988: 139).   
Rather than having a fixed preference ordering to measure all possible outcomes, 
the Deweyan actor will hypothesise solutions to problems at hand and adjust with 
experience.   
The important point to be made from this discussion is that desires arise in and 
depend on context (Whitford, 2002).  For Dewey, ‘nothing more contrary to 
common sense can be imagined than the notion that we are incapable of changing 
our desires and interests by means of learning what the consequences of acting on 
them are’(Dewey, 1954: 31).   
The second ontological problem for rational choice theories is its inherent (and 
somewhat paradoxical) structuralism whereby:   
… individual action is assumed to be an optimal adaptation to the 
institutional environment, and the interaction between individuals is 
assumed to be an optimal response to one another.  Therefore the 
prevailing institutions (rules of the game) determine the behaviour of 
actors … (Hay & Wincott, 1998: 952) 
Hence, agency is emptied of content so that all actors, in any given context, will 
act in a manner determined by the context.  Agency is substituted for utility 
function (Hay, 2004b).  This is so even where there are multiple equilibria or 
more than one optimal course of action.  The paradoxical nature of this 
structuralism lies in the fact that rational choice models are assumed to be 
focused on an apparently agent-centred individualism exhibited in choice.  
However, if any rational actor in a given context will choose the same (optimal) 
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course of action, then actors become interchangeable and behaviour becomes 
‘independent of the actor in question’(Hay, 2004b: 53).   
The third ontological problem with rational choice theory is that it relies almost 
exclusively on an instrumental rationality, leaving little room for other forms of 
reason.  According to Weber, instrumental rationality (zweckrationalität) is one 
of four types of rationality and it refers to achieving some end or ends that are 
expected to result from a way of acting (Brubaker, 1984).  For Weber, a growth 
in instrumental rationality is a key characteristic of modern capitalist society and 
represents both a blessing and a curse – whilst it has led to ‘progress’ in many 
areas of life, it also threatens to dehumanise social relationships and trap us in an 
‘iron cage of rationality’ (Brubaker, 1984).   
Dryzek (1987) posits three ‘extensions’ to instrumental rationality: analytical 
problem disaggregation, systems modelling and integration of different 
perspectives.  He goes on to show how instrumental rationality (and its three 
extensions) fails to deal adequately with complex social problems.  Essentially 
there are three reasons for why this is the case.  First, the complexity of the 
problem does not lend itself to analytical disaggregation – the connections 
between the sub-issues are too strong and any intervention may merely displace 
problems.  Second, systems modelling gets caught between attempting to capture 
all elements and interactions involved in a complex social problem and 
developing a model that has enough simplicity to provide problem solving 
assistance.  In addition, systems modelling is not able to apprehend the 
uncertainty and unpredictability of human social systems.  Third, attempts to 
integrate diverse perspectives will similarly not be effective because these 
perspectives will still involve analytical problem decomposition.   
Instead of an instrumental-analytical rationality, Dryzek (1987) argues that, in the 
face of extreme complexity, what is required is a communicative rationality.  
Drawing on the work of Habermas, communicative rationality is characterised by 
social interaction free of domination, where actors are communicatively 
competent (all are equally and fully capable of making and questioning 
arguments), with no restrictions on the participation of these competent actors 
and where the only authority is that of a better argument (Dryzek, 1987).  The 
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implications of communication and interaction in governance are explored 
further in Proposition 8 below.   
Rational choice theory has also been the subject of critique on epistemological 
and methodological grounds.  Epistemologically, rational choice theory has been 
criticised for using ‘an exclusively deductive and exogenous general theory to 
impute otherwise unobservable mechanisms’ (Somers, 1998: 725).  It thus 
becomes tautological in that ‘the very causal mechanisms required for an 
adequate explanation of a problem at hand are to be inferred from a general 
theory composed of assumptions about those same causal mechanisms’ (Somers, 
1998: 752, original emphasis).  Hence, individuals are postulated with an 
essential causal trait of intentionality9 and so it becomes impossible to explain 
any given action without attributing causality to that intentionality.   
On methodological grounds, Green and Shapiro (1994: 7) identify what they term 
‘methodological pathologies’ of rational choice theory which stem from a 
method-driven rather than problem-driven approach to research where the point 
is to vindicate the model itself than to explain actual outcomes.  One of the key 
flaws in rational choice research is a style of theorising that produces post-hoc 
accounts of known facts – or ‘retroduction’.  This kind of methodological flaw 
goes hand in hand with the tautological epistemology identified above.   
This then leads to the next governance proposition that posits an alternative 
conception of agency on the part of actors involved in governance arrangements 
to address complex societal problems.   
Governance Proposition 5:  Actors involved in governance have agency 
but they do not have unlimited freedom – actors enact structure while 
structure constrains them and both evolve together through time and 
space.   
If the ontology of rational choice theory is rejected, is there an alternative 
conception of agency that can provide a more appropriate ground for exploring 
governance?  Anthony Giddens’ (1976, 1984, 1999) theory of structuration 
provides a vehicle for considering such a different conception.   
                                                             
9Although it should be noted that this intentionality is structurally bound as discussed earlier. 
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Structuration theory – re-conceptualising agency 
For Giddens (1984), structuration theory primarily concentrates on ontological 
concerns, that is ‘on conceptions of human being and doing, social reproduction 
and social transformation’(p. xx) and in this way resolves epistemological 
disputes characterised by the dualism between objectivism and subjectivism.  As 
will be discussed in more detail, structuration theory reconceptualises this 
dualism as a duality – the duality of structure.   
For Giddens (1984), agency or action represents the capacity for an individual to 
‘make a difference’ to some state of affairs or course of events, or in other terms, 
the capacity to achieve desired and intended outcomes.  Hence, agency involves 
power in the sense of ‘transformative capacity’ (Giddens, 1984: 15).  Agency 
also implies choice – ‘an individual could, at any phase in a given sequence of 
conduct, have acted differently’ (Giddens, 1984: 9).  This then renders the ability 
to reliably predict behaviour in advance problematic and gives rise to the 
indeterminacy and complexity of social and political processes (Hay, 2004b).  
Actors are in principle able to alter any given pattern of social conduct where 
they are engaged in its production (Cohen, 1987: 285). 
This does not mean, however, that the actor has unlimited freedom to act in 
different ways.  For any given set of circumstances, the individual will be faced 
with a number of constraints, including material constraints, constraints 
associated with sanctions and structural constraints (Giddens, 1984: 174-180).  
Hence, there is a tension between unqualified freedom on the one hand and 
thorough-going determinism on the other.  There is a ‘dialectic of control’ in 
social systems such that ‘all forms of dependence offer some resources whereby 
those who are subordinate can influence the activities of their superiors’ 
(Giddens, 1984: 16).   
Giddens rejects the notion of ‘structure’ as some form of patterning of social 
relations or social phenomenon.  Rather he makes a differentiation between 
‘structure’ and ‘system’: 
The most important aspects of structure are rules and resources 
recursively involved in institutions.  Institutions by definition are the 
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more enduring features of social life.  In speaking of the structural 
properties of social systems I mean their institutionalized features, giving 
‘solidity’ across time and space.  I use the concept of structures to get at 
relations of transformation and mediation which are the ‘circuit switches’ 
underlying observed conditions of system reproduction (Giddens, 1984: 
24).   
Here, structure, as recursively organised sets of rules and resources, is not 
bounded by time and space and is marked by an ‘absence of the subject’.  Social 
systems, on the other hand, are where structure is recursively implicated by the 
situated activities of human agents, reproduced across time and space.  Hence, in 
structuration theory 
Analysing the structuration of social systems means studying the modes 
in which such systems, grounded in the knowledgeable activities of 
situated actors who draw upon rules and resources in the diversity of 
action contexts, are produced and reproduced in interaction (Giddens, 
1984: 25).   
Central to Giddens’ concept of structuration theory is the notion of the ‘duality of 
structure’: agents and structures are not two independent sets of phenomenon; 
rather, social structures do not exist outside of action but are chronically 
implicated in its production and reproduction so that structure is the medium and 
outcome (unintended) of the conduct it recursively organises.  So, human agents 
draw upon structure for action but in so doing reproduce the very same 
structures: ‘in and through their activities, agents reproduce the conditions that 
make these activities possible’ (Giddens, 1984: 2).  The notion of duality of 
structure is exemplified by the use of language: when people speak or produce a 
grammatical utterance, they draw upon the same syntactical rules as those that 
their utterances help to reproduce, even though the reproduction of language may 
be unintentional.  In this way, structure is both constraining and enabling, rather 
than simply being equated with constraint.   
Structuration theory is premised on the notion that agents are both reflexive and 
knowledgeable.  They are reflexive in the sense of continuously monitoring the 
flow of their own everyday activities as well as those of others.  This reflexive 
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monitoring of action can be distinguished between rationalisation of action and 
motivation of action.  Rationalisation of action refers to the routine way in which 
actors maintain a continuing understanding of the reasons for their activity so that 
‘competent’ agents will be able to explain most of what they do.  Motivation of 
action refers to the wants which prompt it or ‘to the potential for action rather 
than the mode in which action is chronically carried on by the agent’ (Giddens, 
1984: 6).  Motives usually tend not to have a direct purchase on action except 
where there is a break with routine – most day-to-day activity is not directly 
motivated.   
Does structuration theory provide a useful framework for 
empirical analysis?   
Giddens’ (1984) notion of structuration has been critiqued on both philosophical 
and empirical grounds.  In terms of philosophical debates, a key critic has been 
Margaret Archer (1982, 1990, 1995).  She rejects structuration theory based on 
the ‘duality of structure’ and instead proposes a systems based approach that 
embraces the dualisms that Giddens seeks to overcome – a ‘morphogenetic 
approach’ (Archer, 1982).  It is not the intention to undertake any in-depth 
assessment of these philosophical debates here.  Rather, the focus is more upon 
the empirical debates.   
Structuration theory has been criticised for its abstract nature and the difficulty of 
operationalising the concept for empirical purposes (Gregson, 1989; Lipscomb, 
2006).  However, others dispute this criticism and have sought to use 
structuration theory for empirical analysis in fields as diverse as urban analysis 
(Moos & Dear, 1986; Dear & Moos, 1986), nursing research (Hardcastle,, Usher, 
& Holmes, 2005), the use of technology (Pozzebon & Pinsonneault, 2005) and in 
the context of healthcare (Greenhalgh & Stones, 2010).   
Interestingly, structuration theory has been a strong focus for empirical analysis 
in the field of management accounting research, dating back to 30 years (Burns, 
Englund, & Gerdin, 2010; Busco, 2009; Coad & Herbert, 2009; Conrad, 2005; 
2014; Englund & Gerdin, 2008; 2014; Gurd, 2008; Roberts, 2014; Roberts and 
Scapens, 1985).  Burns, Englund, & Gerdin (2010) point out that:  
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… to date [2010], the structuration theory-informed management 
accounting literature consists of around 60 publisned articles, of which a 
large proportion have appeared in the last decade (Burns, et al, 2010: 1).   
Although a number of these articles had more of a conceptual focus, more than 
half had an empirical basis.   Since that time, a number of other articles exploring 
the empirical application of structuration theory to management accounting 
research have been published, including a special edition of the journal Critical 
Perspectives on Accounting (Volume 25, Issue 2, 2014).   
So, what is the empirical value of structuration theory and what does it contribute 
to this thesis?  Bogason (2000) outlines a useful approach to analysis based upon 
structuration theory.  In order to do this, he coins the term ‘individual-cum-
institution’ by which he means:   
… individuals (and groups) acting within an institutional arrangement, 
using rules as constraints as well as resources for action, and doing this in 
a dynamic way so that, over time, the arrangements themselves may be 
subject to change (Bogason, 2000: 100).   
Bogason’s (2000) understanding of structuration is as a process which means 
‘communication links are established between actors, enabling them to exchange 
information about various facets of a problematic’ (p. 97).  As per Giddens 
(1984), for Bogason, the key to structuration is overcoming a dichotomous notion 
of action where actors are reduced only to personal utility maximisers or 
completely bounded by structural forces.   
… they may act as responsible individuals, accountable to accomplishing 
the best possible outcome for the (public) program they are involved in … 
They may also pursue personal interests and preferences in such a 
process, but there is no reason to have the two perspectives … rule one 
another out (Bogason, 2000: 107, original emphasis).   
In terms of analysis, the key for Bogason is to undertake ‘bottom-up’ analysis 
which involves gaining the perspectives (through interviews and other methods) 
of key actors, not just locally, but at all levels of those involved in the public 
program under examination.  Burns and colleagues (2010) also note that case 
107 
 
study approaches are often very useful in undertaking structuration-informed 
research.  The key data for structuration-informed research are the various forms 
of communication within and between different groups of actors.   
Implicit in the above discussion has been the role of institutions and how they 
can be understood in terms of governance.  That is the focus of the next 
theoretical governance proposition.   
Governance Proposition 6:  Institutions, understood as a combination 
of implementation structures, instruments, resources and patterns of 
interactions amongst multiple stakeholders , are critical when it comes 
to governance.   
This proposition seeks to explore the role of institutions in governance, drawing 
upon institutional theory or institutionalism or what has also been labelled as 
‘new’ or ‘neo-institutionalism’ (Bell, 2002, 2011; Goldman, 2005; Hall & 
Taylor, 1996; Hay & Wincott, 1998; Lowndes, 1996; March & Olsen, 2006; 
Peters, 1999; Shmidt, 2010).  This proposition begins with a brief background to 
institutionalism, followed by an exploration of definitions of institutionalism, and 
the relationship between actors and institutions and then finally examining how 
institutionalism relates to governance.   
Institutionalism as a frame of analysis 
Institutionalism or institutionalisation can be seen as complementary to 
structuration as a conceptual device to explain action and behaviour (Barley & 
Tolbert, 1997).  That is, institutions can be seen as one particular manifestation of 
‘structure’ – ‘rules and resources, recursively implicated in the reproduction of 
social systems’ (Giddens, 1984: 377).  Thus, a key concern with institutionalism 
is the nature of the relationship between actors and institutions just as 
structuration, at a slightly more abstract level, has attempted to reconcile agency 
and structure through the notion of the ‘duality of structure’ (discussed above in 
Proposition 5).  In this way, institutionalism has been described as a ‘middle-
range’ or ‘middle-level’ theory (Bell, 2002; Lowndes, 1996) because ‘institutions 
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can be thought of as standing above actors but below wider structural forces in 
politics’ (Bell, 2002: 365)10.   
Institutionalism has risen in prominence in the social sciences (especially 
political science) over the last 20 years or more, particularly with the publication 
of March and Olsen’s (1989) book Rediscovering Institutions.  There are several 
variants of institutionalism with the three main formulations being rational-
choice institutionalism, historical institutionalism and sociological 
institutionalism (Bell, 2002, 2011; Hay & Wincott, 1998; Lowndes, 1996; Peters, 
1999).  Whilst each variant of institutionalism has a (at times slightly) different 
ontological conception of agency, each share a ‘reaction to atomistic accounts of 
political behaviour and asocial accounts of the context in which behaviour 
occurs’ (Lowndes, 1996: 183).   
However, others have proposed that there is a fourth version of institutionalism in 
addition to the three established versions – a ‘constructivist’ or a ‘discursive’ 
institutionalism (Hay, 2004a; Schmidt, 2008, 2009, 2010; Manzi & Jacobs, 2008: 
Panizza & Miorell, 2013).  Constructivist institutionalism argues that other 
versions of institutionalism place too much constraint on actors and are hence 
overly deterministic due to the ‘history-based logic of path dependency’ 
(Schmidt, 2010: 314).  In response to this claim, Bell (2011) argues that ‘a 
suitably tailored version of historical institutionalism can accommodate a 
constructivist approach to produce a more sophisticated and more rounded 
account of how interpretive agents interact dialectically with institutional and 
wider structural contexts to produce change’ (Bell, 2011: 884).  A key concern is 
the degree of emphasis place upon the role of ideas to the extent that insitutions 
themselves are rendered merely as ‘ideations’ – ‘where are the institutions?’ 
(Bell, 2012).   
Although there has been some debate about the extent to which ‘discursive 
institutionalism’ actually constitutes a fourth variant of ‘new institutionalism’ and 
just what it has to offer (Bell, 2012; Schmidt, 2012), there seems at least to be 
agreement that agents, institutions, structures, discourse and ideas are each 
important and mutually constitutive in accounting for human action and 
                                                             
10 In this sense structuration theory can be seen as a higher order theory (see Llewelyn, 2003).   
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behaviour.  Perhaps one of the key features of discursive institutionalism is the 
importance it places on ‘the substantive content of ideas and the interactive 
processes by which ideas are conveyed and exchanged through discourse’ 
(Schmidt, 2010: 3).  The role of interaction, communication and the constructive 
engagement of those involved in governance arrangements is explored further 
below in Proposition 8.   
Proposition 4 above provided a critique of rational-choice models of action and 
agency and an alternative conception of agency was set out in Proposition 5.  For 
the reasons set out in that critique, rational-choice institutionalism is also 
rejected.  Consistent with the notion of structuration, the approach adopted in this 
discussion is a blended historical/constructivist institutionalism as proposed by 
Bell (2011) which provides a more flexible approach to historical 
institutionalism, with an emphasis on agency and the dynamic interaction 
between agents and institutions and rejecting institution analysis which over-
conditions actors.  In this approach, ‘agents still have contingently variable 
degrees of agential space or “bounded discretion” within institutional settings and 
can change institutions over time’ (Bell, 2011: 894).  This then raises the 
question of what is meant by ‘institution’.   
What is meant by institution?   
As with much of the terminology in the social sciences, there is no agreed upon 
definition of ‘institutions’ and any particular definition will be shaped by both 
disciplinary perspectives as well as the approach to institutionalism adopted.   
Much of the discussion in institutionalism is focused on how institutions 
constrain behaviour in particular settings with a strong emphasis on what could 
be termed ‘the rules of the game’.  For example, Ostrom (1990), coming from a 
mostly rational-choice approach defines institutions in the following way   
‘Institutions’ can be defined as the sets of working rules that are used to 
determine who is eligible to make decisions in some arena, what actions 
are allowed or constrained, what aggregation rules will be used, what 
procedures must be followed, what information must or must not be 
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provided, and what payoffs will be assigned to individuals dependent on 
their actions (1990: 51).   
For Ostrom (2005), these working rules are used ‘to organize all forms of 
repetitive and structured interactions including those within families, 
neighborhoods, markets, firms, sports leagues, churches, private associations, and 
governments at all scales’ (p. 3).  From this, it can be seen that these ‘working 
rules’ are not just the formal rules expressed in law or legislation but also 
encompass informal rules and situations.  North (1990) expresses this in the 
following way:   
In our daily interactions with others, whether within the family, in 
external social relations, or in business activities, the governing structure 
is overwhelmingly defined by codes of conduct, norms of behaviour and 
conventions.  Underlying these informal constraints are formal rules, but 
these are seldom the obvious and immediate source of choice in daily 
interactions (1990: 36).   
So institutions are not just the ‘rules of the game’ but also include norms, 
conventions, codes of behaviour and routines.  March and Olsen (1989) also 
highlight the importance of roles in terms of institutions: ‘The process involves 
determining what the situation is, what role is being fulfilled, and what the 
obligation of that role in that situation is’ (March & Olsen, 1989: 160).  In this 
way, institutions are much broader than formal organisations (such as a 
government department or a local government) but also include informal settings.  
In addition, March and Olsen (1989) highlight that procedures and arrangements 
within institutional settings embody particular values.  Hence, institutional 
analysis involves what Lowndes (2001) terms as a shift ‘from submerged values 
to a value-critical stance … political institutions can be designed in order to 
cultivate desired values within society at large’ (p. 1959).   
In summary, institutional analysis is concerned with informal norms, 
conventions, values and roles as well as with formal rules, roles and structures.  It 
is concerned with an analysis with the interactions and interrelationships between 
actors in institutional settings as well the interaction between actors and 
institutions.  An institution is not so much a ‘thing’ but rather a ‘process’ or set of 
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processes within which actors interact and interrelate (Bell, 2002; Lowndes, 
2001).  This then raises the issue of the nature of the relationship between actors 
and institutions.   
Relationship between actors and institutions 
As noted above, much of the discussion of institutionalism depicts institutions as 
constraints on actors and behaviour.  Proposition 4 showed that rational choice 
versions of institutionalism have a paradoxical structuralism which leaves little 
room for agency in any particular situation (Hay & Wincott, 1998).  However, 
there is also a danger of placing too much explanatory weight on agency at the 
expense of how institutions shape and influence behaviour and action.  Bell 
(2011) argues that this danger is exemplified by ‘constructivist’ and ‘discursive’ 
versions of institutionalism which emphasise the role of actors’ ideas and inter-
subjective meanings (Schmidt, 2010).  This tension is similar in nature to that of 
the agency versus structure problem that has been explored in previous 
propositions above.   
What then is the relationship between actors and institutions and how can this 
relationship be explained in ways consistent with other theoretical propositions 
adopted previously?  One promising way of explaining this relationship is to 
conceive the relationship between actors and institutions as a dynamic one in 
which institutions are not only constraining but also offer opportunities and 
resources for action.  That is, agents have a degree of ‘bounded discretion’ (Bell, 
2011) within institutional settings and are capable of changing institutions over 
time.  Thelen and Steinmo (1992) argue this point in the following way:   
… institutional analysis … allows us to examine the relationship between 
political actors as objects and as agents of history.  The institutions that 
are at the centre of historical institutionalist analysis … can shape and 
constrain political strategies in important ways but they are themselves 
also the outcome (conscious or unintended) of deliberate political 
strategies of political conflict and of choice (1992: 10).   
The notion of the ‘strategic actor’ or the ‘interpretive actor’ means that agents are 
not simply rule bound nor ‘completely locked into the trajectories shaped by path 
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dependence … rule imprecision, ambiguity and degrees of discretion during rule 
enforcement or implementation all open up space for agents’ (Bell, 2011: 894).  
Hence, there is a dynamic, ‘dialectical’ relationship between actors and 
institutions whereby institutional settings both enable and constrain agency.  
Such an understanding of institutions is consistent (and complementary) with the 
theory of structuration which seeks to explain the relationship between structure 
and agency (Giddens, 1984; Barley & Tolbert, 1997).   
This then leads to the issue of the role of institutions in understanding 
governance.   
Institutions and governance 
From the discussion above, it can be seen that institutions are created, maintained 
and changed through the actions of strategic, interpretive actors.  In terms of 
governance of public policy programs, institutions can be understood as the 
combination of implementation structures, instruments and resources and the 
patterns of interaction amongst multiple stakeholders involved in implementation 
(Peters, 2014; Pierre, 1999; Sørensen & Torfing, 2009).  There are several 
aspects to this conceptualisation of institutions.   
First the focus is on the implementation of public policy programs, particularly 
those that seek to address complex social problems.  From Proposition 1, it can 
be seen that the context of complexity of social problems (so-called ‘wicked 
issues’) poses particular challenges for governance arrangements aimed at 
addressing them.  Second, institutions can be understood as implementation 
structures in public policy programs.  As Peters (2014) points out:   
Whether the implementation structures are composed entirely of public 
sector organisations or involve a variety of private sector actors, they 
constitute structural arrangements among actors.  That is, there are 
continuing patterns of interaction among the various actors involved that 
tend to reduce some of the variability in behaviours (p. 136).   
Hence, implementation structures can be considered to be institutions as outlined 
earlier.   
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Third, the institutions-as-implementation structures perspective involves ‘… the 
structuring of governance – the inclusion or exclusion of different actors and the 
selection of instruments’ (Pierre, 1999: 390).  The selection of instruments to be 
used within the institutional setting to address the policy problem is particularly 
important.  Once again, from Proposition 1, the choice of instrument to address a 
complex problem implies a definitive formulation of that problem, which is often 
not the case.   
Fourth, institutions-as-implementation structures indicates that not only are actors 
subject to various rules, norms and operating procedures (both formal and 
informal) but they are also able to access resources.  Here, resources can be 
material resources (financial or in-kind) and non-material resources such as 
information gained from other actors.   
Finally, the institutional perspective highlights the importance of patterns of 
interaction amongst multiple stakeholders in governance arrangements.  These 
patterns of interaction will often be expressed through governance networks.  
Sørensen and Torfing (2009) define governance networks in the following way:   
A stable articulation of mutually dependent, but operationally 
autonomous actors from state, market and civil society, who interact 
through conflict-ridden negotiations that take place within an 
institutionalized framework of rules, norms, shared knowledge and social 
imaginaries; facilitate self-regulated policy making in the shadow of 
hierarchy; and contribute to the production of ‘ public value ’ in a broad 
sense of problem definitions, visions, ideas, plans and concrete 
regulations that are deemed relevant to broad sections of the population 
(2009: 236).   
Such a definition blends together features from both institutionalism and 
governance network theory.  It highlights the importance of understanding the 
role of networks in governance.  This is the focus of the next Proposition.   
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Governance Proposition 7:  Networks are an important and legitimate 
form of governance but they operate ‘in the shadow of hierarchy’.   
Within the literature, governance has often been expressed as occurring through 
three modalities – hierarchy, markets or networks referring to, respectively, a 
strong role of the state, the use of market mechanisms or networks involving a 
range of non-state actors for the development and delivery of public policy 
initiatives.  At times, depending on the policy issue under consideration, there 
can be a combination of two or more of these modes of (hybrid) governance.  
This proposition explores the role of networks in governance.   
Governance as network 
The importance of governance as network has been especially highlighted by 
Rhodes (1996, 1997a) who identifies at least six uses of the term governance, 
referring to: (a) the minimal state: denoting an ideological preference for reduced 
public intervention and the use of markets and quasi-markets to deliver services; 
(b) corporate governance: referring to the system by which organisations are 
directed and controlled, as distinct from managing the day-to-day business;  (c) 
the new public management: with an emphasis on managerialism and incentive 
structures such as competition to produce less rowing and more steering;  (d) 
‘good governance’: referring to the systemic, political and administrative 
processes to achieve efficiency in public services; (e) socio-cybernetic systems: 
referring to the interactions and interdependencies between public and private 
actors – there is no longer a single sovereign authority; and (f) self-organising 
networks: referring to the management of autonomous and self-organising 
networks consisting of public, private and voluntary sectors.   
Rhodes (1996: 660) stipulates that ‘governance refers to self-organising, inter-
organisational networks’ that complement markets and hierarchies as governing 
structures for allocating resources and exercising control and coordination.  
These networks are characterised by an interdependence between organisations, 
continuing interactions between network members, game-like interactions rooted 
in trust and a significant degree of autonomy from the state (Rhodes, 2000b).   
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Rhodes (1996) claims that networks are a pervasive feature of service delivery in 
the UK and are characterised by trust and mutual adjustment.  They present a 
challenge to governability because they become autonomous and resist central 
guidance from the state which has only ‘loose leverage’ (p666).  The rise of ‘the 
new governance’ is the outcome of processes which Rhodes describes as ‘the 
hollowing out of the state’ whereby the role and functions of government have 
been reduced and become more fragmented through privatisation, devolution to 
alternative agencies and an increased role for supranational bodies such as the 
EU.  Thus, new governance is characterised by a process of ‘governing without 
government’ (Rhodes, 1996).   
Klijn and Koppenjan (2012: 591) identify four core concepts of the theory of 
governance networks.  The first of these core concepts involves a combination of 
actors, interdependency and frames.  That is, actors involved in governance 
networks for policy and service delivery are interdependent – no single actor on 
their own can achieve the governance objective.  However, they also act on the 
basis of their ‘frame’ of the world which could yield differences in understanding 
of problems and solutions.  The second core concept is about interactions and 
complexity.  Because of actors’ interdependency and differences in 
understanding of problems and solutions, there is a degree of complexity in 
patterns of interaction and negotiation.  Third, ‘interaction patterns result in 
institutionalisation of relationships between actors’ – the establishment of rules, 
norms and roles that regulate behaviour in networks (discussed above in 
Proposition 6).  Fourth, because of the complexity of interactions there is a need 
for network management.  The horizontal nature of relationships in networks 
requires a different style of management.   
However, it is not just the complexity of interactions involved in governance 
networks that is an issue.  Governance networks are often a response to the 
complex nature of social problems they may be seeking to address.   
Governance networks and complex social problems 
Proposition 1 above identified how governance takes place in a societal and 
system context characterised by complexity.  Part of the source of this 
complexity is the nature of social problems that increasingly appear to be 
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‘intractable’ – so called ‘wicked issues’.  One feature of these problems is that 
they often defy traditional responses to them.  As Clarke and Stewart (1997) 
point out:   
Wicked problems cannot be dealt with as management has traditionally 
dealt with public policy problems.  They challenge existing patterns of 
organisation and management (1997: 2).   
These types of problems (such as homelessness, drug abuse or responding to 
patterns of entrenched disadvantage) often require responses from multiple actors 
and sectors – no single agency on their own is capable of dealing with them.  
Keast and her colleagues (2004) highlight that, in the face of these problems, new 
ways of working are required involving cross-agency collaboration through 
networks and network structures.   
Decision-makers are experimenting with new ways of collaborating that 
bring together the full array of stakeholders and offer more integrated and 
holistic responses.  The problem is that, although they are using more 
collaborative arrangements, they expect outcomes and processes that are 
consistent with the traditional, comfortable ways of working (Keast, 
Mandell, Brown & Woolcock, 2004: 364) 
That is, actors involved need to understand what it means to work through 
network structures, what can be expected and act accordingly.  Keast and 
colleagues (2004) distinguish between ‘networks’ and ‘network structures’ with 
the latter being a more formal coming together of individuals and the 
organisations they represent (public, private, not-for-profit) ‘to actively work 
together to accomplish what they recognise as a problem or issue of mutual 
concern’ (2004: 364).  Within network structures, actors are mutually 
interdependent (overall goals cannot be achieved acting on their own), no one 
member may necessarily be ‘in charge’, trust and interpersonal relations are 
essential properties and new ways of leadership and working skills (such as 
facilitation) are usually required.  These new ways of working are explored 
further in Proposition 9 below.   
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Governing without government? 
The thesis that we are now experiencing a process of ‘governing without 
government’ or a ‘hollowing out of the state’, as proposed by Rhodes, has been 
challenged as being an overly society-centric view of governance.  Whilst the 
notion that networks involving a combination of state and non-state actors in 
governance arrangements to develop and delivery public policy programs, is 
widely accepted, the notion of the role of the state in these arrangements is 
contested (Bell & Hindmoor, 2009; Davis, 2002; Peters & Pierre, 1998; 
Whitehead, 2003).   
As discussed in Proposition 2, these networks and network structures will often 
operate ‘in the shadow of hierarchy’ (Whitehead, 2003; Scharpf, 1994).  As 
Scharpf (1994: 41) points out, ‘the state will often have defined (or even created) 
the groups and corporate actors whose agreement will be required, and the 
procedures through which it is to be obtained’.  This is not to dispute the 
important role of networks in governance arrangements.  However, it does mean 
that attention needs to focus on the importance of interaction, communication and 
engagement of those involved in governance.  This is the focus of the next 
proposition.   
Governance Proposition 8:  Interaction, communication and 
constructive engagement of those involved is a fundamental 
requirement for governance arrangements.   
Inherent in a number of the previous propositions is the importance of interaction 
and communication amongst those involved in governance endeavours to address 
complex social problems.  For example, Proposition 4 introduced the notion of 
communicative rationality and Propositions 6 and 7 highlighted the importance 
of patterns of interaction in understanding the dynamics of governance from 
institutionalist and network perspectives.   
This proposition seeks to flesh out further the meaning of interaction, 
communication and constructive engagement of those involved in governance 
arrangements to address complex social problems.  First, the notion of 
communicative rationality is explored (building on Proposition 4).  Next, the 
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optimal conditions for interaction are discussed.  Finally, the notion of 
constructive engagement of stakeholders is explored.   
Communicative rationality 
The notion of ‘communicative rationality’ is derived from the work of Habermas 
and has been applied to a range of public policy, public administration and 
planning settings (Fischer, 2003; Fox & Miller, 1995; Healey, 1997; Innes & 
Booher, 2010).  In communicative rationality, communication and the use of 
language between actors in a given situation are ways of acting in the world.  If 
communication processes between actors meet certain conditions what emerges 
can be said to be rational.  First, dialogue must be face-to-face involving all 
actors who have an interest in the issue under consideration.  Second, 
communication must meet four ‘ideal’ speech conditions – ‘all utterances must 
be comprehensible among participants; statements must be true … using 
adequate logic and evidence; speakers must be sincere; and each must have the 
legitimacy to make the statements they do’ (Innes & Booher, 2010: 24).  Another 
important aspect of communicative rationality is that dialogue must be free of 
domination by any participant – all must be free to participate and have their 
views or arguments considered.  The principle authority is that of a better 
argument.  The goal of dialogue is to achieve consensus without force (see also 
de Alcantara, 1998).   
Communicative rationality sets out an ideal speech situation.  As such, it has 
been criticised for being overly idealistic and even naïve because it fails to 
adequately account for power differentials in groups undertaking dialogue and a 
lack of clarity about what exactly is meant by ‘the force of a better argument’.  
As Flyvbjerg (1998) notes:   
The problem here is that in non-trivial situations there are few clear 
criteria for determining what is considered an argument, how good it is, 
and how different arguments are to be evaluated against each other. This 
does not mean that we should not attempt to identify arguments and 
evaluate them (Flyvbjerg, 1998: 218).   
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However, others have argued that communicative rationality does not set out a 
practical prescription but rather a ‘counter-factual’: ‘The ideal speech situation is 
not a formula for designing decision-making structures … Instead it offers a 
counter-factual that serves to generate standards for the assessment of 
participation’ (Fischer, 2003: 37 original emphasis).  That is, communicative 
rationality focuses attention on the degree of inclusion of stakeholders’ interests 
and perspectives in governance arrangements to address complex social problems 
and the extent to which this inclusion has allowed for an authentic dialogue 
amongst those participants.   
Innes and Booher (2010) have also drawn upon the notion of communicative 
rationality (amongst other theories) to develop a model of what they call 
‘collaborative policy making’ or ‘collaborative rationality’.  Their framework 
consists of three elements crucial to actors engaging in a meaningful shared task 
to produce socially valuable outcomes, as follows:   
These conditions include full diversity of interests among participants, 
interdependency of participants, who cannot get their interests met 
independently, and engagement of all in a face to face authentic dialogue 
meeting Habermas’ basic speech conditions (Innes & Booher, 2010:35).   
There are a number of useful implications arising from this framework that 
indicate optimal conditions for interaction.   
Optimal conditions for interaction 
First, there is an emphasis on including the full diversity of views of those 
affected by the problem or issue under consideration.  Across the spectrum of 
those involved, there must be a way for multiple actors to be constructively 
engaged, including community members and, especially, those with little power 
or standing in conventional governance processes (such as traditional government 
decision-making).  This includes valuing different perspectives, types and 
sources of knowledge not just by those who have power by virtue of their role, 
position or access to resources.   
Second, the notion of interdependence of actors has been explored in the previous 
proposition from a network governance perspective.  This has been an enduring 
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theme in the governance literature.  For example, in one of the first major works 
on the topic of governance, Kooiman(1993b) identifies a key feature of 
governance (or in his terms ‘social-political governance’) as the interactive forms 
‘in which public and private actors do not act separately but in conjunction, 
together in combination, that is to say in “co” arrangements’ (Kooiman, 1993b: 
2; see also Kooiman, 2000, 2003).  The key issue of interdependence in terms of 
interaction is that ‘interdependence amongst interests is key to moving past zero-
sum games to creative mutual gain agreements’ (Innes & Booher, 2010: 36).  
That is, interdependence creates a dynamic whereby actors have an incentive 
through interaction to achieve a balance between what a particular actor might 
value most and what is best for the group as a whole.   
Third, there is recognition of the importance of face-to-face interaction in terms 
of constructive engagement of those involved in governance.  The importance of 
face-to-face interaction is, first, it allows participants the opportunity to assess the 
authenticity and sincerity of claims and arguments of other participants by 
providing access to non-verbal cues and, second, it allows for questioning and 
gaining a fuller understanding of perspectives of other actors and why they might 
hold those perspectives (Bartels, 2013, 2014; Fox & Miller, 1995; Innes & 
Booher, 2010).   
As mentioned above, processes of interaction and constructive engagement 
requires valuing of different types of knowledge and this has implication for 
ways of working, particularly on the part of state actors.  These issues are the 
focus of the next proposition.   
Governance Proposition 9:  With the state as a central actor in 
governance arrangements, different ways of working, recognising 
different forms of knowledge, are required by state actors.   
From the other propositions outlined above, it can be established that, although 
the state is a central actor in governance arrangements, it cannot act on its own, 
relying on a command and control approach.  The interdependence between the 
state and a range of other actors, often including local communities, for achieving 
collective goals requires a shift in both thinking and doing on the part of state 
actors.  This means that different ways of working are required as well as, in 
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particular, valuing different forms of knowledge – recognising that local 
knowledge or community knowledge is important.  This proposition explores the 
importance of recognising and valuing different forms of knowledge and the need 
for different ways of working by state actors.   
Valuing different types of knowledge 
Adams (2004) poses the question of what types of knowledge are relevant to 
public policy considerations.  The rise of evidence-based policy appears to have a 
strong grip on public sector policy making which can tend to define what is 
usable or relevant knowledge for governing.  This approach places a premium on 
‘expert’ knowledge.  However, it fails to recognise the legitimacy of other forms 
of knowledge.  So, what is meant by ‘different types of knowledge’?   
A particularly useful framework for distinguishing different types of knowledge 
comes from Danish planning theorist Bent Flyvbjerg, set out in his book Making 
Social Science Matter (2001) and subsequent publications (Flyvbjerg 2004a, and 
colleagues, 2012, 2013).  Flyvbjerg (2001) draws on Aristotle’s distinction 
between three intellectual virtues: episteme, techne and phronesis.   
The recognition of the importance of Aristotles’ intellectual virtues, and in 
particular the importance of phronesis, has a long linage and has been embraced 
by a range of past and contemporary scholars.  A resurgence was provided by the 
hermeneutic philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer in his classic text Truth and 
Method (1975) and this is further elaborated, either directly or indirectly, by 
scholars such as Bernstein (1983), Flyvbjerg (2001) and, in terms of the ‘human 
sciences’, by Polkinghorne (2004).  However, it is Flyvbjerg who has most 
illuminated the significance of Aristotles’ distinction between three intellectual 
virtues for social science in general and for a discussion of governance.  Other 
scholars such as Tenbensel (2006; 2008) have drawn upon Flyvbjerg’s work in 
applying Aristotles’ typology to policy making and modes of governance.   
In Aristotles’ schema of three intellectual virtues, episteme, according to 
Flyvbjerg ‘concerns universals and the production of knowledge which is 
invariable in time and space, and which is achieved with the aid of analytical 
rationality.  Episteme corresponds to the modern scientific ideal as expressed in 
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natural science’ (Flyvbjerg, 2001: 55-56).  Episteme knowledge is concerned 
with questions about ‘what is objectively true?’  It has become the ‘scientific 
ideal’ and in this sense ‘has come close to being the only legitimate view of what 
constitutes genuine science’ (Flyvbjerg, 2001: 56).   
Techne refers to knowledge that is ‘craft and art’ and is ‘concrete, variable and 
context dependent’ with its objective being the ‘application of technical 
knowledge and skills according to a pragmatic instrumental rationality’ 
(Flyvbjerg, 2001: 56).  Techne is thus a kind of practical-technical knowledge 
that addresses questions about ‘what works in practice?’ 
Whilst episteme focuses on theoretical know-why and techne denotes technical 
know-how, phronesis ‘concerns the analysis of values – “things that are good or 
bad for man [sic]” – as a point of departure for action’ (Flyvbjerg, 2001: 57).  
According to Flyvbjerg, phronesis can be understood as ‘prudence’ or ‘practical 
wisdom’.  Flyvbjerg characterises phronesis as practical value-rationality and 
‘requires an interaction between the general and the concrete; it requires 
consideration, judgement and choice.  More than anything else, phronesis 
requires experience’ (Flyvbjerg, 2001: 57).  With phronesis, ‘the particular and 
the situationally dependent are emphasised over the universal and over rules.  
The concrete and the practical are emphasised over the theoretical’ (Flyvbjerg, 
2001: 58).  Phronetic knowledge deals with the inter-related questions: ‘Where 
are we going? Is this desirable? What must be done?’ (Flyvbjerg, 2001: 60).  
Bernstein (1983) fleshes the notion of phronesis in the following way.   
... phronesis is a form of reasoning that is concerned with choice and 
involves deliberation.  It deals with that which is variable and about 
which there can be different opinions (doxia).  It is a type of reasoning in 
which there is a meditation between general principles and a concrete 
particular situation that requires choice and decision.  In forming such a 
judgement there are no determinate technical rules by which a particular 
can be simply subsumed under that which is general or universal.  What is 
required is an interpretation and specification of universals that are 
appropriate to this particular situation (1983: 54).   
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The characteristics and key questions associated with the three intellectual virtues 
are summarised in Table 6 below.   
Table 6: Summary of Aristotles’ Intellectual Virtues 
Intellectual Virtue Characteristics Key Questions 
Episteme Scientific knowledge; universal, 
invariable, context independent. 
Based on analytical rationality. 
Contemporary use – 
‘epistemology’, ‘epistemic.   
What is objectively true? 
Techne Craft/art. Pragmatic, variable, 
context-dependent. Orientated 
towards production.Based on 
practical instrumental rationality 
governed by a conscious goal. 
Contemporary use – ‘technical’, 
‘technology’.   
What works in practice? 
Phronesis Ethics. Deliberation about 
values with reference to praxis. 
Pragmatic, variable, context-
dependent. Based on practical 
value-rationality. No 
contemporary terms.  
Where are we going? Is 
this desirable? What must 
be done?   
Source: Flyvbjerg (2001: 57-60).   
Tenbensel (2006, 2008) draws on Flyvbjerg’s (2001) account of Aristotle’s three 
intellectual virtues and applies this to modes of governance and policy analysis.  
In terms of policy analysis, epistemic knowledge is given pre-eminence in the 
rational policy models, exemplified by the use of hierarchies of evidence and the 
pursuit of scientific objectivity.  Techne knowledge and considerations are more 
important in policy implementation where there is a pragmatic focus on policy as 
art/craft and the tacit knowledge of policy practitioners in getting it implemented.  
Phronetic knowledge plays a key role in determining which values are important 
and also in facilitating democratic deliberation and collective learning.   
The point of this discussion of different types of knowledge is that, in the world 
of public policy and governance more broadly, we have come to privilege one 
form of knowledge, the rationalist ‘expert’ knowledge (episteme), over other 
forms of knowledge such as local knowledge or, what some have called, 
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community knowledge (Adams, 2004; Hess & Adams, 2002, 2007); what could 
also be called phronesis.  As Adams (2004) puts it:   
Community knowledge is often place based and this conjuncture between 
the temporal and spatial elements of knowledge is not something well 
understood in public policy.  Yet increasingly temporal and spatial ideas 
are becoming central to policy work (2004: 38).   
Hess and Adams (2007) in their discussion of the importance of valuing 
community knowledge provide an example of Victoria’s Neighbourhood 
Renewal program targeting disadvantaged localities in that state.  Their case 
example shows how local residents, often stigmatised because of their locality, 
were drawn into local governance arrangements to deliberate on local aspirations 
and priorities which formed the basis of action by the program within the 
community.  The example highlights the role that phronetic knowledge has to 
play in the governance of collective action to address complex, inter-related 
problems.  This does not mean that there is no room for other forms of 
knowledge; it is about moving beyond an almost exclusive reliance on expert, 
episteme knowledge and making room for community, phronetic knowledge to 
also play a role.   
The example above also highlights the importance of state actors (public 
servants/managers) adopting different ways of working.  Hess and Adams (2007) 
describe a significant shift in local residents’ perceptions of public servants – 
from people who had to be ‘battled with’ to ‘people who can talk to us’ – ‘By the 
end of the Neighbourhood Renewal project’s initial period of operation residents 
had realised that, in the words of one of the Residents’ Group members, “it’s not 
the typical notion of public service”’ ... (Hess & Adams, 2007: 13).   
Opening up a role for community knowledge thus allows state actors the 
possibility of adopting different ways of working beyond the traditional 
bureaucratic command and control, hard-nosed approach characteristic of much 
public administration.   
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Different ways of working 
What is meant by different ways of working by state actors?  Salamon (2002), in 
his discussion of the emergence of a ‘new governance’ paradigm (in contrast to 
classical public administration), identifies a number of shifts that are central to 
this approach.  One of these is a shift from a focus on management skills to 
enablement skills on the part of state actors.   
Unlike both traditional public administration and the new public 
management, the ‘new governance’ shifts the emphasis from management 
skills and the control of large bureaucratic organisations to enablement 
skills, the skills required to engage partners arrayed horizontally in 
networks, to bring multiple stakeholders together for a common end in a 
situation of interdependence (Salamon, 2002: 16, original emphasis).  
Salamon (2002) identifies three different sets of skills that are at the core of 
enablement.  The first is activation skills, ‘the skills required to activate the 
network of actors increasingly required to address public problems’ (Salamon, 
2002: 16).  The importance of this skill lies in the fact that, whilst there may be 
opportunities for non-state actors to become involved in public problem solving, 
they are not necessarily mandated to take up these opportunities.  Thus, public 
managers are required to engage, encourage, ‘coax and cajole’ potential partners 
to play a role in a particular public problem solving scheme or program.   
The second skill set identified by Salamon is orchestration skills which focus on 
sustaining the networks that have been activated.  He likens this to the skills of a 
symphony conductor who is able to get a group of musicians to perform a given 
work so that it results in a melody prescribed by the score. ‘The conductor thus is 
an enabler rather than a doer, but his or her interpretation and skill can 
nevertheless determine whether a given orchestra plays poorly or well’ (Salamon, 
2002: 17).  Clearly, orchestration skills do not mean command and control but 
rather call for public managers to be sensitive to the capacity of others to 
synchronise their efforts.   
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The final skill set required by ‘new governance’ is modulation skills which 
involves the sensitive modulation of rewards and penalties to achieve the 
cooperation of interdependent stakeholders.   
Urban economic development specialists have referred to this as 
enoughmanship – the provision of just enough subsidy to get private 
parties to make investments in run-down areas they might avoid, but not 
so much that it produces windfall profits for doing what the developers 
would have done anyway.  Inevitably, ... third-party government leaves 
substantial discretion over the exercise of public authority and the 
spending of public funds in the hands of a variety of third parties over 
which public officials have at best limited control.  Under these 
circumstances, the central challenge for public managers is to decide what 
combination of incentives and penalties to bring to bear to achieve the 
outcomes desired (Salamon, 2002: 17).   
This skill set requires considerable judgement on the part of public managers in 
order to balance the sufficient use of authority (excessive use of authority could 
backfire) with accountability for the discretion in the use of incentives to achieve 
program objectives.   
It should be noted that Salamon’s (2002) argument for a new skill set on the part 
of public managers is also couched in the context of another shift he identifies – a 
shift from command and control as the modus operandi of public programs to 
one based on negotiation and persuasion.  ‘Instead of issuing orders, public 
managers must learn how to create incentives for the outcomes they desire from 
actors over whom they have only imperfect control’ (Salamon, 2002: 15).  This is 
an important point and, whilst Salamon’s framework is a useful one, it fails to 
place sufficient emphasis on the importance of communication skills in 
undertaking negotiation and persuasion.  Inherent in Salamon’s articulation of the 
‘new governance’ is an instrumental rationality – what kind of combination of 
incentives and penalties does it take to get the job done?  However, a coupling of 
Salamon’s ‘enablement skills for public managers’ with a rationality based upon 
a valuing of phronetic knowledge and rationality can help to produce a more 
nuanced account of what is required for governance.   
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INTER-RELATEDNESS OF GOVERNANCE PROPOSITIONS 
Each of the nine governance propositions can be seen to be inter-related and 
linked to each other.  The inter-relatedness of the propositions is shown below in 
Figure 6.  The central (blue) box represents the governance endeavour to address 
complex social problems.    
Figure 6: Inter-relatedness of Governance Propositions 
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problems to be addressed (‘wicked problems’).  Here, the notion of post-modern 
conditions is characterised by a high degree of fragmentation driven by an 
increased emphasis on individual interests (as opposed to class interests) and 
organisational segmentation (a dispersal of authority).  The implications of such 
conditions create governance challenges in terms of coordination across 
interdependent actors and institutions and in terms of attempts to engage in 
collective action.  In order to deal with and harness such complexity, governance 
arrangements are required that include a diversity of actors and genuine 
opportunities for interaction and communication amongst them (Innes & Booher, 
2010; Wagenaar, 2007).   
From Proposition 2, it can be seen that, whilst the state is a central actor in 
governance because it provides ‘a powerful authorising environment’ (Adams & 
Hess, 2010), in the face of the context of complexity, it must also rely upon other 
non-state actors as a means to achieve governance goals (Proposition 7) and 
adopt new ways of working (Proposition 9).  As Innes and Booher (2010) note:   
The complexity and rapid change in contemporary society have also created an 
increasing awareness among policy leaders of the limits to hierarchical control by 
government agencies and to formal expertise in solving problems.  This 
awareness leads to growing uncertainty about policy and a new focus on the need 
to manage uncertainty, rather than create programs and regulatory regimes that 
deny its existence (p. 197).   
Proposition 3 indicates the possibility for people to come together and to 
cooperate in order to undertake collective action to address complex social 
problems.  However, once again, one of the key conditions for cooperation to 
occur is arrangements that enable ongoing interaction and communication 
amongst the participants involved in collective action (Ostrom, 1990).  Hence, 
cooperation as a possibility for collective action relies upon a communicative 
rationality rather than a purely instrumental-analytical rationality (Proposition 4).  
Communicative rationality is characterised by social interaction enabling genuine 
dialogue amongst the full diversity of interested participants who are 
interdependent in achieving goals (Innes & Booher, 2010).  Once again, this type 
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of rationality has significant implications for different ways of working on the 
part of state actors (Proposition 9).   
Central to the model depicted in Figure 6 above is the notion of agency on the 
part of actors involved in collective action (Proposition 5).  Whilst actors have a 
degree of agency, they operate within a societal, structural and institutional 
context.  Drawing Giddens’ (1984) theory of structuration, within this context, 
structures and institutions provide not just constraints but also resources for 
action such that, over time, the structural and institutional arrangements 
themselves may be subject to change.  The role of institutions (Proposition 6) has 
an important impact on agency and is influenced by communicative rationality 
and patterns of interaction and communication (Propositions 4 and 8) and these 
linkages are depicted in Figure 6 above.  Here, institutions can be understood as a 
combination of implementation structures, instruments, resources and patterns of 
interaction amongst multiple stakeholders involved in the governance of public 
programs to address complex social problems (Proposition 6).  An institutional 
perspectives highlights the importance of opening up opportunities for interaction 
and communication amongst the full diversity of actors involved in governance.   
These patterns of interaction within an institutional perspective will often be 
expressed through governance networks (Proposition 7).  Within network 
structures (Keast, et. al., 2004) actors are mutually interdependent (overall goals 
cannot be achieved acting on their own), no one member may necessarily be ‘in 
charge’, trust and interpersonal relations are essential properties and new ways of 
leadership and working skills (such as facilitation) are usually required on the 
part of state actors (Proposition 9).  In terms of optimal conditions for interaction 
(Proposition 8), there is recognition of the importance of face-to-face interaction 
in terms of constructive engagement of those involved in governance.  The 
importance of face-to-face interaction is, first, it allows participants the 
opportunity to assess the authenticity and sincerity of claims and arguments of 
other participants by providing access to non-verbal cues and, second, it allows 
for questioning and gaining a fuller understanding of perspectives of other actors 
and why they might hold those perspectives (Bartels, 2013, 2014; Fox & Miller, 
1995; Innes & Booher, 2010).   
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Finally, Proposition 9 identifies the need for state actors to recognise different 
forms of knowledge and to adopt new ways of working.  With an emphasis on 
the key importance of interaction and communication, what is required from state 
actors is facilitation and enablement skills – ‘the skills required to engage 
partners arrayed horizontally in networks, to bring multiple stakeholders together 
for a common end in a situation of interdependence’ (Salamon, 2002: 16).   
Taken together, these theoretical governance propositions seek to make a 
contribution to a better understanding of governance to address complex social 
problems.   
CONCLUSION 
This Chapter has sought to develop a more refined theoretical understanding of 
the notion of governance in the context of dealing with complex social problems.  
It began with a review of a number of problems with conceptualisations of 
governance.  First, there are question of whether it makes sense to talk of 
‘governance-as-theory’ and this issue was further explored.  Second, there are 
problems with the various ways in which governance is currently defined.  Third, 
the link between governance and complexity raises a number of questions.  
Fourth, there are contested views on the role of the state in governance.  Fifth, 
many accounts of governance do not deal with ‘the problem of collective action’.  
Finally, there are problems with conceptions of agency, structure and institutions 
and how these concepts are integrated into accounts of governance.   
In response to those problems, a new integrative definition of governance was 
provided.  Flowing from that definition, a set of nine theoretical governance 
propositions was developed and explained.   
Having developed these governance propositions, the next task is to empirically 
examine them.  This is undertaken through an analysis of the implementation of 
the first phase of the Community Renewal Program in Queensland as a case 
study of governance.  An overview of the CRP in terms of governance 
arrangements and implementation actions has been provided in the previous 
Chapter.  The following Chapter provides an overview of the methodology 
employed to undertake the analysis.  The findings of this analysis are presented 
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in Chapter Five and this is followed in Chapter Six by an examination of the 
theoretical propositions in light of the empirical analysis.   
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
INTRODUCTION 
Whereas previous Chapters have set out the research problem, discussed the 
historical and institutional context and developed a conceptualisation of 
governance, this chapter sets out the methodological approach to the research.  
First, it discusses the background to the research which builds on an initial 
evaluation of the CRP in Queensland.  Second, the overall approach of case study 
as a research strategy is explored.  Next, the secondary analysis of qualitative 
data as a key method for this research is explained.  This is followed by 
identifying the key research questions for the thesis.  Fifth, an overview of the 
original data collection and how it relates to the current research is presented.  
This is followed by a discussion of the broad theoretical orientation of the 
research, including the ontological and epistemological position adopted.  
Finally, it provides a justification for the selection of the methods and processes 
and discusses the potential limitations of the research and how these are 
addressed.   
Background to the research – building on an initial evaluation of 
the Community Renewal Program in Queensland 
The primary data for this research is derived largely from qualitative interviews 
and focus groups collected by the researcher who led a small team for an 
evaluation of the first phase of the CRP in Queensland over the period 1998 to 
2001.  The research reported in this thesis involves a secondary analysis of the 
qualitative data from that formal evaluation process.  The qualitative data is then 
supplemented by a set of quantitative data derived from a survey of Community 
Reference Group members (described in greater detail below).  Although there 
were subsequent phases of CRP implementation up to June 2009, qualitative data 
was only available for this first phase.   
At the time of the original research, the researcher was a senior government 
officer, seconded from the then Department of Premier and Cabinet and tasked 
with designing and leading the evaluation of the CRP with the primary purpose 
of reporting on the implementation of the program and possible improvements to 
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it (that is, primarily a formative evaluation).  The researcher had some previous 
experience in leading research projects (such as the Queensland Poverty 
Research Project, discussed earlier in Chapter Two).  The task of evaluating the 
CRP had high-level endorsement from the then government.  The program itself 
was a high profile initiative and generated a significant amount of interest within 
government (at both central and regional levels), from local councils involved in 
its implementation and from the communities where it was active (Crime 
Prevention Queensland, 2002).   
The combination of the researcher being a senior government officer plus the 
high-level endorsement of the evaluation facilitated the cooperation of key 
program stakeholders and access to them for data collection purposes.  In 
particular, the cooperation of government officers from the Department of 
Housing (responsible for its implementation) was important.  CRP staff would 
play a vital role in organising a number of focus groups, particularly those in 
local renewal areas involving residents of these areas and various community 
groups involved in service delivery to those areas.  The original evaluation 
report, Transforming Places, Engaging People (Walsh & Butler, 2002) provides 
an overview of the formative evaluation and resulting recommendations11.   
The data from the original evaluation was archived by the researcher and this 
archive enabled access for the subsequent secondary analysis of the qualitative 
data to be undertaken for the purposes of this thesis.  The differences between the 
original study and this analysis are elucidated later in this Chapter.  The 
qualitative data re-examined in this research is the only available large scale 
qualitative data set on community renewal efforts in Queensland.  As such, these 
data provide a unique opportunity to undertake an in-depth exploration of the 
governance issues involved in the first large-scale ‘spatial’ program to be 
delivered in Queensland.  Judd and Randolph (2006, 2008) highlight the 
importance of using qualitative data in research on community renewal-type 
programs: ‘qualitative methods can provide a much richer understanding of the 
underlying social and behavioural dynamics associated with renewal … (2008: 
90).   
                                                             
11 Whilst this was a publicly available report, limited copies of it are now available.   
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To gain a clearer theoretical understanding of the governance issues involved in 
the implementation of the CRP (1998-2001), a single-case study research design, 
based primarily on qualitative data analysis, has been employed as this is one of 
the best ways to investigate a complex phenomenon (Community Renewal) 
within its real life context, where the boundaries between phenomenon and 
context are somewhat blurred, and drawing upon multiple sources of data (Yin, 
1989: 23).   
After discussing the broad research design, the remainder of this Chapter focuses 
on discussing the selected methodologies, their administration and data analysis.  
The ontological and epistemological orientation to the research will be presented.  
Finally, a justification for the selection of methods and processes will be 
provided along with a discussion of potential limitations and how they are 
addressed.   
CASE STUDY AS A RESEARCH STRATEGY 
The primary research strategy adopted for this thesis is an exploratory, 
retrospective, single-case embedded design (Yin, 1989).  It is an exploratory 
study in that it is seeking to understand what can be learnt from an analysis of the 
implementation of the first phase of the CRP over the period 1998 to 2001 in 
terms of governance arrangements to respond to neighbourhoods with high levels 
of social disadvantage.  The study is retrospective as it is looking back to the 
period 1998-2001.   
It is a single-case embedded design because the primary unit of analysis is the 
Community Renewal Program implementation but there are also sub-units of 
analysis consisting of the different groups of stakeholders involved in each of the 
12 renewal areas (Yin, 1989: 46).  These stakeholders are identified in Figure 5 
from Chapter Two of this thesis and include participants in CRGs, RMFs and 
others.   
CRP is well placed as a case study, given that the program’s implementation was 
based upon a complex set of interacting governance arrangements (as depicted in 
Figure 5).  The thesis also draws upon multiple sources of evidence through a 
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number of interviews and focus groups with a broad range of different 
stakeholder groups (discussed further below), supplemented by a brief survey.   
According to Yin (1989, 2014), an important component of case study research 
design is to outline a set of theoretical propositions that relate to the case under 
examination as a means of theory building.  In this way, case study research is 
generalisable to theoretical propositions rather than to populations (Flyvbjerg, 
2006).  A series of nine inter-linked, theoretical ‘governance propositions’, drawn 
from a broad range of literatures, were provided in the previous Chapter.  These 
propositions are examined in a subsequent Chapter on the basis of the CRP as a 
case study.   
Within-case sub-units of analysis 
The embedded nature of the design involves two primary sub-units of analysis: 
(a) the views and perspectives of members of the CRGs across all the renewal 
areas (including local residents and community groups); and (b) the views and 
perspectives of government officers across different levels (local, regional and 
central).  Here, the focus is on what similarities and/or differences there may be 
in understandings/perspectives of the program implementation across these 
groups and how these differences (if any) had an impact.   
The rationale for these sub-units of analysis derives from the literature which 
indicates community involvement (or participation) in public policy initiatives in 
general, and community renewal-type programs in particular, are contentious 
issues (Arthurson, 2003; Burton, Goodlad & Croft, 2006; Burton, et. al., 2004; 
Darcy, 2007; Dinham, 2007; Duncan & Thomas, 2000; Eversole, 2011; Fagotto 
& Fung, 2006; Fung, 2006; Fung, 2015; Irvin & Stansbury, 2004; Lahiri-Dutt, 
2004; Lelieveldt, 2004; Lowndes & Sullivan, 2004; Maginn, 2007; Parés, Bonet-
Martí & Martí-Costa, 2012; Savini, 2011; van Bortel & Mullins, 2009; van 
Bortel, Mullins & Rhodes, 2009; Wood, 2002; Yang & Pandey, 2011).  For 
example, Darcy (2007) notes:   
Greater emphasis in the design and focus of research should be given to 
the direct experience and viewpoint of residents, many of whom may see 
the issues quite differently … Despite the rhetorical references to 
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participation in community renewal policy texts, involvement of tenants 
is the least developed element of many renewal strategies, and often 
involves consulting residents on detailed planning only after the main 
renewal objectives have been established (2007: 352).   
Hence, in the analysis, it is important to explore to what extent there may be 
differences in perspectives between members of the CRGs and other groups, 
particularly government officers involved.   
Yin (1989, 2014) notes that the case study as a research strategy can incorporate 
qualitative or quantitative methodologies or both.  With the CRP as a case study, 
secondary analysis of qualitative data, drawing upon thematic analysis, is the key 
methodology.  The following section explores this methodology in more detail.   
SECONDARY ANALYSIS OF QUALITATIVE DATA 
As noted, an important feature of the analysis underpinning this thesis is a 
secondary analysis of qualitative data.  Heaton (1998) has defined secondary 
analysis of qualitative data in the following way:   
Secondary analysis involves the use of existing data, collected for the 
purposes of a prior study, in order to pursue a research interest which is 
distinct from that of the original work; this may be a new research 
question or an alternative perspective on the original question (1998: 1).   
Heaton (2008) notes that these data usually includes material from interviews, 
focus groups and responses to open-ended questions in questionnaires.  She goes 
on to argue that the focus is on non-naturalistic qualitative data and this 
distinguishes secondary analysis from documentary analysis.  An important 
feature of the above definition is that it includes situations where a researcher 
may re-use their own self-collected data at a later point in time to investigate new 
or additional research questions that were not the focus of the original research 
(Heaton, 2008; Mason, 2007; Seale, 2011).   
Whilst the notion of the secondary analysis of quantitative data is well 
established as a research methodology, the development of secondary analysis of 
qualitative data ‘has been slower and more controversial’ (Heaton, 2008: 36).  
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However, this approach has matured considerably over recent years, spurred on 
by the establishment of qualitative data archives and repositories, including those 
in Australia (Chesire, Brown & Emmison, 2009; Heaton, 2008; Long-Sutehall, 
Sque, & Addington-Hall, 2011; Mason, 2007; Searle, 2011).   
The ‘controversial’ issues of secondary analysis of qualitative data referred to 
above relates to a number of issues.  The central issue has been whether the 
secondary analysis was being undertaken by the original researcher or by another 
researcher not involved in the original research.  Here the concern is the extent to 
which a different researcher can understand the context of the original data 
collection (Searle, 2011).  As Hammersley (1997) argues:   
There is a difference between how ethnographers read the field-notes they 
have produced themselves and how someone else will read them.  The 
fieldworker interprets them against the background of all he or she tacitly 
knows about the setting from first-hand experience, a background that 
may not be available to those without that experience (1997: 139).   
Heaton (1998) argues that secondary analysis of qualitative data is best 
undertaken by researchers who were part of the original research team.   
For this thesis, the original data were collected by the researcher as part of a 
government-sponsored evaluation of the CRP.  The researcher was leader of a 
small team of evaluators and led all aspects of evaluation design, data collection 
and analysis.  The focus of the evaluation was a formative or process evaluation 
with the key objective being to identify key barriers to implementation and make 
recommendations for improving management, administration and 
implementation arrangements.  The primary data collection method was focus 
groups and interviews with key stakeholders generating a rich source of 
qualitative data.  By contrast, the focus of this thesis is the place-based 
governance arrangements required to effectively respond to highly disadvantaged 
areas, using the CRP as a case study for this purpose.   
Heaton (2008) developed a typology of five different types of secondary analysis 
of qualitative data: (a) supplementary analysis where ‘a more in-depth analysis of 
an emergent issue or aspect of the data, that was not addressed or was only 
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partially addressed in the original study, is undertaken’ (p. 39); (b) supra analysis 
where the focus of the secondary study transcends the aims of the original 
research; (c) re-analysis which aims to validate or confirm the findings of the 
original study; (d) amplified analysis where two or more existing qualitative 
datasets are compared or combined; and (e) assorted analysis where secondary 
analysis of existing qualitative data ‘is carried on alongside the collection and 
analysis of primary qualitative data for the same study’ (p. 39).   
For the purposes of this thesis, the type of secondary analysis that fits most 
closely is supplementary analysis with the focus being on a more in-depth 
analysis of data relating to local governance in the CRP.  This was only a minor 
focus of the original data collection.  For the focus groups and interviews in the 
original evaluation, the main focus of questions was around a number of topics 
including: outcomes and achievements (at program and renewal area levels); the 
effectiveness or otherwise of funding arrangements; extent of innovation in 
service delivery; local economic development; relationship with the Urban 
Renewal program; and areas for improvement with implementation.   
It is intended that the supplementary analysis with a more in-depth focus on 
governance issues will provide a clearer theoretical, practical and policy 
understanding of the local governance and public policy arrangements required to 
more effectively respond to contemporary disadvantaged local communities.   
KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The objective is to provide a clearer theoretical understanding of two key 
research questions:   
RQ1: What can be learnt from an analysis of the implementation of the first 
phase of the Community Renewal Program over the period 1998 to 2001 
in terms of governance arrangements to respond to neighbourhoods with 
high levels of social disadvantage?   
RQ2: On that basis, what are the public policy and practice implications for 
government in accommodating appropriate local governance 
arrangements for implementing new and/or emerging renewal strategies?   
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Within these two broad research questions, there are a series of more specific 
sub-questions to be explored including the following:   
 How can we understand the policy and institutional constraints on 
government’s participation in local governance arrangements for 
renewing disadvantaged areas?   
 What were the key roles and institutional arrangements involved in the 
governance of Community Renewal?   
 How were tensions and issues involved in governance managed and 
resolved?   
In this way, the implementation of the CRP provides a case study to inform new 
and/or emerging attempts to respond to local areas experiencing entrenched 
social disadvantage.   
The relationship between the original data collection and this thesis is shown in 
Figure 7 below.  Minimal use has been made of the original research report, 
except for descriptive purposes (such as an overview of the characteristics of the 
renewal areas).  Where use has been made of the original research material, this 
has been referenced as Walsh and Butler (2002).   
Figure 7: Relationship between original data collection and retrospective, 
secondary analysis 
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The following section outlines the approach to data collection, followed by a 
discussion of the approach to data analysis used for this thesis.   
ORIGINAL DATA COLLECTION APPROACH: AN OVERVIEW 
Three types of data collection were undertaken as part of the original research 
(Walsh & Butler, 2002).  First, focus groups and interviews were conducted with 
a broad range of stakeholders involved in the CRP and these interviews and focus 
groups provided the major source of primary data.  Second, a small scale survey 
was undertaken of the members of nine CRGs.  Third, an extensive review and 
analysis of Program documentation was undertaken.  This section provides an 
overview of these methods including a discussion of focus groups as a 
methodology, details of the approach to sampling, the administration of the 
methods and a justification for the use of these methods.  The following section 
examines the approach to data analysis used as part of the secondary analysis.   
Focus groups as a methodology 
Focus groups are a qualitative research method aimed primarily at obtaining data 
that is emic in that respondents provide information in their own words and using 
their own interpretations (Stewart & Shamdasini, 1990).  This approach allows 
for a ‘faithful’ representation of varying perceptions of individuals or groups of 
particular phenomena (Brower, Abolafia & Carr, 2000).   
The distinguishing feature of focus groups as a method of empirical data 
collection is the explicit use of the group interaction as research data whereby 
participants are encouraged to talk to one another, exchange anecdotes and 
comment on each other’s experiences or views (Morgan, 1988; Kitzinger, 1994).  
The ability of focus groups to foster group interactions and capture group 
synergies is the significant feature of this method (Krueger & Casey, 2009; 
Wilson, 1997).  As Morgan (1988) notes: 
… the hallmark of focus groups is the explicit use of group interaction to 
produce data and insights that would be less accessible without the 
interaction found in a group (1988: 12, original emphasis).   
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Morgan (1988:60) points out that ‘the discussion in focus groups depends on 
both the individuals that make up the group and the dynamics of the group as a 
whole’.   
Johnson (1996) identifies five qualities of focus groups as a research method: (a) 
they give researchers access to tacit, un-codified and experiential knowledge; (b) 
they provide access to the opinions of participants; (c) they enable access to 
actors’ meanings (not just what participants think but why they think as they do); 
(d) through group interaction, they provide the opportunity to study the 
individual not in isolation but as part of a collective; and (e) focus groups can be 
combined with other methods to achieve triangulation of data sources.   
Krueger and Casey (2009) have found that focus group facilitation best practices 
include respect for participants, empathy, background knowledge on the topic 
being discussed, clear written and oral communication, good listening skills, the 
ability to control personal views, a sense of humour and the ability to handle 
unexpected situations.   
Several limitations of focus groups as a research method have been identified.  
First, focus groups are limited in the generalisability of their findings and are 
therefore better used as a preliminary stage or an addendum to a larger research 
program that includes surveys (Stewart & Shamdasini, 1990).  Second, there can 
be problems with the size and representativeness of the sample involved in focus 
groups.  Third, there are issues regarding group dynamics, the influence of the 
interviewer and interviewees on each other and the credibility attached to ‘live’ 
findings – similar to problems of ‘interviewer effects’ (Gomm, 2008).   
Advocates for the benefits of focus groups as a means of data collection view 
such arguments as having their basis in the perceived inferiority of qualitative 
methods generally as well as still being rooted in the view of focus groups as 
mainly an aid to marketing research (Morgan & Krueger, 1993).  However, it 
was considered that focus groups were a particularly appropriate method to 
ensure the inclusion of multiple stakeholder perspectives, especially those of 
local residents who often lack a sense of ‘power’ relative to other groups.  The 
focus group and interview data were also essential in addressing the research 
questions for this thesis.   
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Focus groups and issues of power imbalance 
An important group of research participants for the focus groups were members 
of the CRGs for each area of the CRP.  In the lead up to undertaking the focus 
groups, the researcher suspected that a proportion of CRG members were likely 
to be disadvantaged in some way, given that the areas from which they came 
were highly disadvantaged.  To an extent, this was subsequently confirmed by 
the data from the CRG survey.  As will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 
Five, the majority of participants of these groups (68%) were local residents of 
the areas.  This group exhibited characteristics indicating a degree of 
disadvantage – just over two-thirds (66.1%) had incomes of less than $40,000 per 
annum, 30% had a disability or health condition that affected their everyday 
activities and members tended to be older residents.  As a result, the focus groups 
had to be conducted with sensitivity to issues of power imbalance.   
Morgan and Krueger (1993) point out that one of the key advantages of using 
focus groups is in situations where there is some power differential and the 
participants experience a sense of ‘powerlessness’.  This could include categories 
of people who have historically had limited power and influence such as people 
of colour and those with limited income or low educational attainment.  They 
note:  ‘Having the security of being among others who share many of their 
feelings and experiences, the participants possess a basis for sharing their views’ 
(Morgan & Krueger, 1993: 15).   
The use of focus groups for the original research was highly useful as this 
method generated a rich volume of qualitative data across multiple stakeholder 
groups.  This has enabled the secondary analysis of the data which is the basis of 
this thesis.   
Sampling 
The approach to sampling used in the original research was a stratified, purposive 
sample (Patton, 1990), whereby information-rich cases were selected to 
illuminate the questions under study.  Patton (1990) points out that each of the 
strata in the purposive sample ‘would constitute a fairly homogenous sample’ (p. 
174).  For the original research, there were three different strata representing the 
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different levels of those involved.  First, at a local level, there were focus groups 
or interviews with members of CRGs and staff from non-government 
organisations in renewal areas (seven focus groups).  Second, at a regional level, 
focus groups were conducted with government officers participating in RMFs 
(five groups) and local council personnel (council staff – two groups).  Third, at a 
central level, interviews were held with key government officers from the head 
office of other government departments.  In total, 16 focus groups were 
conducted involving 186 participants.  Table 7 below provides a summary of the 
focus groups.   
Table 7: Overview of Focus Groups 
Type of Focus Group No of Focus 
Groups 
No of 
Participants 
Code 
Residents – Community 
Reference Groups 
7 97 CFG 1-7 
Government – Regional 
Managers Forum 
5 56 RFG 1-5 
Council officers 2 10 COFG 1-2 
Non-government 
organisations 
2 23 NFG 1-2 
Total 16 186  
Table 7 also shows each of the focus groups has been assigned a unique code to 
indicate if it was a CRG focus group (CFG), a RMF focus group (RFG), a 
Council officers’ focus group (COFG) or a focus group with non-government 
organisations (NFG).  The numbering of the focus groups indicates the area 
within which the focus group was conducted.  The data analysis reported in 
Chapter Five of this thesis presents extensive use of quotes from these focus 
groups.  These codes are used to indicate the source of the quote whilst 
maintaining confidentiality and to ensure the source of the quote is not 
identifiable.  Only the researcher has access to the coding schema.   
The size of the focus groups ranged from five to 25 with an average size of 12.  
Although this number was outside the optimal size for a focus group (Johnson, 
2002), the facilitation process was assisted by the use of a co-facilitator as a 
process monitor and scribe.  The researcher was the primary facilitator for each 
focus group.  In both the Logan and Ipswich regions where there were three 
145 
 
renewal areas in each, the CRG focus groups involved a combined group of all 
the three CRGs.  Hence, there were only seven CRG focus groups (CFG 1-7).   
The sample size for this research considerably exceeds what is considered to be 
an adequate sample for qualitative research (Dworkin, 2012; Mason, 2010; 
Morse, 2000; Thomson, 2011).   
Use of interviews 
The focus groups were supplemented by a total of 30 semi-structured interviews.  
A semi-structured interview process was selected because, while there were set 
questions for each participant, there was also a level of flexibility around how 
they were administered.  This process meant that ‘the content of the interview 
was focused on the issues that are central to the research question, but the type of 
questioning and discussion allow for greater flexibility than does the survey 
question’ (Minichiello, Aroni, Timewell & Alexander, 1995: 65).   
Participants in these interviews were primarily local Members of Parliament 
(MPs) representing various renewal areas (six interviews), local elected 
Councillors from Local Governments covering renewal areas (six interviews), 
eleven interviews with key senior government officers from other government 
departments who were considered to have a significant interest in and 
understanding of the functioning of the CRP and seven interviews with CRP staff 
(including local and head office staff.  The selection of senior government 
officers was informed by the researcher’s prior knowledge of and contact with 
these officers as well as others nominated by senior staff in the CRP.  Table 8 
below provides a summary of the interviews.  
Table 8: Overview of interview participants 
Participants Number Code 
Member of Parliament 6 MPI 1-6 
Elected Councillors 6 EOI 1-6 
Government officers 11 GOI 1-11 
Community Renewal staff 7 CRI 1-7 
Total 30  
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As with the focus groups, Table 8 also shows each interview is assigned a unique 
code to indicate whether it was an interview with a Member of Parliament (MPI), 
an elected Councillor (EOI), a government officer (GOI) or a Community 
Renewal staff member (CRI).  Each interview participant has been assigned a 
number to indicate the source.  Once again, in the data analysis, extensive use has 
been made of quotes from the interviews and the coding schema indicates the 
source of the quotes whilst maintaining confidentiality.   
One of the strategies in purposive sampling identified by Patton (1990) is 
‘sampling politically important cases’ (p. 180) which involves sampling of cases 
where there may be a degree of political interest.  Because the CRP had an 
explicit role for local MPs, it was important to gain their perspectives.  However, 
some of these MPs were senior members of the then government and it was 
decided that it would be unrealistic for them to participate in focus group 
discussions.  In addition, their presence in a focus group would conceivably 
influence the direction of the discussion and potentially limit what might (or 
might not) be discussed.   
Similarly, it was not considered realistic to involve senior government officers 
from other departments in focus groups.  This was due to their seniority (some 
were directors-general) and, consequently, their limited availability.  Hence, 
interviews were considered the most appropriate strategy for gaining their views.   
Administration of the focus groups and interviews 
The original research and data collection took place as part of a then government-
sponsored evaluation of the CRP.  Because of this, there was a high level of 
cooperation by CRP staff in facilitating arrangements for data collection.  CRP 
Facilitators working in local renewal areas provided information about the 
research and obtained informed consent from CRG members to participate in 
both focus group discussions and the CRG survey (further discussed below).   
The focus groups were conducted in a structured but relatively informal manner, 
commencing with an introduction and an overview of the research project and its 
purpose and objectives.  At this point participants were reminded that they had 
given prior agreement to participate in the research but that their involvement 
147 
 
was completely voluntary, there was no requirement for them to stay if they did 
not wish to, nor to answer all questions.  Participants were assured that any 
information given would be protected by confidentiality and that no comment 
would be attributed to any identifiable individual.   
Focus group discussions were audio-taped with the permission of the 
participants.  The co-facilitator also took detailed notes during discussions.  
Following each of the focus groups, the audio tapes were replayed and reviewed 
by the researcher and more detailed documentation of the discussion was 
recorded to supplement the initial field notes.  Whilst the audio tapes were not 
transcribed verbatim, the subsequent documentation provided a fine-grained 
record of the key issues discussed in each of the focus groups.  All those 
interviewed displayed a strong interest and willingness to participate in the 
research and all those approached to be interviewed readily accepted the 
invitation.   
Interviews were arranged with each participant through their respective offices at 
a date, time and location most convenient for the interviewee.  All elected 
officials (state and local) interviewed chose to conduct the interview in their 
electoral office.  The interview commenced with an overview of the purpose, 
objectives and methodology of the research with a particular emphasis on the 
importance of gaining as many perspectives as possible for the data collection 
including those of local residents through the CRGs.   
For the interviews, the researcher decided not to undertake audio recording, 
largely because the majority of those interviewed were what Patton (1990) refers 
to as ‘politically important cases’ and there was a concern that an audio recording 
may limit the respondents’ willingness to discuss issues in an open manner.  As 
discussed earlier, those who were interviewed held political office at either a 
local or state level whilst others were senior executives in other government 
departments, including in some cases directors-general.  In these cases, data were 
collected through an interview schedule based on questions similar to those used 
for the focus groups.  Field notes were recorded during the interview process 
which was paced to enable detailed interview notes to be taken in sufficient 
detail.   
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The researcher undertook each of these interviews and access to respondents was 
facilitated by the researcher’s senior status in government and the importance 
attached to the high profile of the CRP as a key plank of the then government’s 
Crime Prevention Strategy.  Interviews took 45 to 60 minutes to complete.   
Focus group and interview questions 
Appendix 1 provides a full overview of the topics and questions used in the focus 
groups and interviews for the original research.  For this thesis, the secondary 
analysis focuses on a subset of those original set of questions that directly relate 
to issues of governance for the implementation of the CRP.  The subset of focus 
group and interview questions included the following:   
 How effective have the various mechanisms been in steering the 
Community Renewal process in this area and/or at a broader level?  Why 
have they been effective and how?  (Note:  mechanisms include Project 
Control Groups, Community Reference Groups, RMFs, Crime Prevention 
Taskforce, etc).   
 Have these mechanisms provided a meaningful way for all relevant 
stakeholders to be involved?   
 What issues have challenged the effective working of these 
arrangements?   
 To what extent do the various mechanisms or groups work together?   
 To what extent has the community been involved in Community Renewal 
activities?   
 What are the main barriers and impediments to community involvement?   
 To what extent is the community action planning process an adequate 
mechanism for identifying community needs/issues and appropriate 
responses to those needs/issues?   
 To what extent has the community action planning process been able to 
influence planning, resource allocation and service delivery priorities by 
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other agencies (both government and non-government)?  If so, how has 
this happened?  If not, what have been the barriers?   
These questions were developed by the researcher after a review of program 
documentation including the program guidelines which provided an overview of 
the objectives and intentions for the CRP (Department of Housing, 1998).  For 
example, one of the seven program objectives for the CRP was ‘to make the 
communities central to achieving Program objectives’ (Department of Housing, 
1998: 2).  Hence, the issue of community involvement in the program was an 
important focus.  The development of these questions was also informed by 
reports on previous regeneration efforts in the UK (DETR, 2000a, 2000b; SEU, 
1998, 2001) and international experience (Alterman &Cars, 1991; OECD, 1998).   
Community Reference Group survey 
The CRG survey was designed by the researcher with two key aims.  First, a 
series of demographic questions were asked to enable an analysis of how 
‘representative’ the composition of the CRG was compared to the broader 
community.  The demographic questions were drawn from ABS Census of 
Population and Housing questions which would allow a comparison with the 
ABS Census data for each suburb.  The second aim of the survey was to capture 
the views of CRG members about the functioning of these groups as a key 
mechanism for Community Renewal.   
A total of 21 questions were asked including length of residence in the area, with 
three options of less than 1 year, 1 – 5 years, and more than 5 years (if not a 
resident of the area, the nature of their involvement in the CRG, with options 
being as community worker, local government worker, state government worker, 
elected representative and other); how often they attend CRG meetings (with four 
response options being ‘I come to every meeting’, ‘I come to meetings every two 
months’, ‘I come to meetings every three or four months’, ‘This is my first 
meeting’); how many people usually attend these meetings (less than five, 5 – 10 
people, 11 – 20 people, more than 20); over the last six months, how much time 
spent on Community Renewal activities each week (less than two hours, 2 – 5 
hours, 6 – 15 hours, 16 – 30 hours, more than 30 hours); involvement with other 
organisations in the area (Parents & Citizens, sporting groups, political party, 
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church groups, Neighbourhood Watch, welfare groups. cultural groups, other); 
clarity about the role of the CRG (yes, no, not sure); clarity of meeting agenda 
(always, mostly, sometimes, not often, never); perceptions about how well 
meetings are run (always, mostly, sometimes, not often, never); whether 
everyone gets to have their say (always, mostly, sometimes, not often, never); 
how well conflict is managed (always, mostly, sometimes, not often, never); 
perceptions about whether the area has improved since Community Renewal 
began (much better, better, the same, worse, much worse); and if there has been 
an improvement, what is the one most significant change (knowing more people 
in the area, bringing different groups together, more services for the community, 
making the area look better, providing jobs, having a say in government 
decisions, there have been no changes, other).   
The demographic questions included gender, age, household type, Indigenous 
status, language spoken at home, disability and health conditions, working status 
and income level.  The survey took approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete.  
A copy of the survey is at Appendix 2.   
The survey was administered by the researcher at the beginning of a regular CRG 
meeting with prior agreement by CRG members that time would be made 
available to do this.  The researcher introduced the purpose of the survey and 
carefully highlighted that the survey was completely voluntary, that no individual 
would be identified, that only the researcher would have access to the data (that 
is, no CRP staff would be able to access any of the completed surveys), that 
participation or a decline to participate in the survey would have no impact on 
their on-going involvement in Community Renewal activities and that the results 
of the survey would be aggregated at an area level and state level to provide an 
overall picture of the functioning of CRGs.  CRG members were also offered the 
possibility of confidential assistance from the researcher and a co-facilitator if 
they thought they may have difficulty in completing the survey.  The survey was 
then completed by each individual working independently on their own.  No 
participants requested assistance to complete the survey.  After all surveys were 
completed the researcher collected each of them and placed them in a sealed 
envelope.   
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A total of nine of the 12 CRGs completed the survey yielding a total of 214 
responses.  The survey data were coded and entered into SPSS for an initial 
descriptive analysis with frequency results.  Demographic variables from the 
Census for each renewal area were obtained from the Queensland Treasury 
Office of Economic and Statistical Research to enable the researcher to compare 
the demography of the CRGs with that of the local area.  The results of the 
survey are reported in detail in Chapter Five of this thesis.   
DATA ANALYSIS 
Thematic analysis 
The approach to the secondary analysis of qualitative data used in this thesis was 
thematic analysis (Braun & Clark, 2006; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; Joffe, 
2012; Vaismoradi, Turunen, & Bondas, 2013).  Thematic analysis is an approach 
that is routinely used in qualitative research (Rapley, 2011) and ‘should be seen 
as a foundational method for qualitative analysis’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006: 78).  
Thematic analysis has been defined as:   
… a method for identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) 
within data.  It minimally organises and describes your data set in (rich) 
detail (Braun & Clarke, 2006: 79).   
Braun and Clarke (2006) provide a useful overview of six phases of thematic 
analysis, noting that it is not a linear process but rather a recursive process, 
moving back and forth through the different phases as needed.  At the heart of 
thematic analysis is an immersion with the data in order to search for themes and 
then to review, define and name themes.   
The qualitative data from the focus groups and interviews were examined 
manually and coded according to the steps identified by Braun and Clark (2006).  
As Miles and Huberman (1994) note: ‘codes are tags or labels for assigning units 
of meaning to the descriptive or inferential information compiled during a study’ 
(p. 56).  They go on to say: 
To review a set of field-notes, transcribed or synthesised and to dissect 
them meaningfully while keeping the relations between the parts intact, is 
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the stuff of analysis.  This part of analysis involves how you differentiate 
and combine the data you have retrieved and the reflections you make 
about this information (Miles & Huberman, 1994: 56).   
The coding of data for the secondary analysis was not pre-specified but rather an 
inductive coding technique was used whereby the data were reviewed line by line 
generating categories and labels (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).  This approach was 
considered by the researcher to be particularly appropriate given that this was a 
secondary analysis of a set of qualitative data.   
In particular, coding was undertaken according to which group (CRG, RMF, 
council, head office of government agency) and what level (local, regional, 
central) participants belonged.  This approach to coding was undertaken to 
examine similarities and differences between participants and to enable 
triangulation of the data.   
Manual coding of data 
Coding of the data was done manually by the researcher using word-processing 
software.  Consideration was given to using computer-assisted qualitative data 
analysis software.  However, the position proposed by one of Australia’s leading 
qualitative researchers, Liamputtong (2009), on technology was adopted and 
therefore a manual approach to coding was used.  Liamputtong notes:   
I remain ambivalent about the role of technology in helping qualitative 
researchers analyse their data, as I do not believe computer packages can 
properly do this for us … I personally do not use any computer-package 
for data analysis.  I work closely with my data by using coloured pens … 
and word-processing to cut and paste the data (Liamputtong, 2009: 138).   
The manual coding of the data meant the researcher was working closely with the 
data.  Given that a key research method was the secondary analysis of previously 
collected qualitative data, the manual coding facilitated a process of becoming 
‘re-acquainted’ with the data in order to address a new set of research aims and 
research questions that were not the focus of the original research.   
153 
 
ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
Approval to undertake the original research was provided by the Executive of the 
Department of Housing following the presentation and endorsement of an 
evaluation plan.  The original research was overseen by a Steering Committee 
chaired by the Director of Research, at the then Criminal Justice Commission and 
comprising of members with research/evaluation expertise in other government 
agencies.  At the time of the original research, government agencies undertaking 
quality assurance or evaluation for the purpose of program improvement were not 
required to obtain ethical review, however, some form of oversight was required 
(NHMRC, 1999) and this oversight was provided by the Steering Committee.   
Nevertheless, the original research was conducted in ways conforming to the 
National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) ethical standards.  
Informed consent was sought from and gained by all participants in the original 
research.  This process included an undertaking that no individual would be 
identified, that participation was voluntary, participants could elect to withdraw 
from the research at any time and that withdrawal from the research or not 
agreeing to participate would have no impact on receipt of services or ongoing 
involvement with the CRP.  It was indicated that only the evaluation team would 
have access to identified personal information and this would not be disclosed to 
any third party without explicit consent (especially to CRP staff).  It was also 
indicated that a de-identified copy of the data may be used for other research 
purposes; however, anonymity would at all times be safeguarded.  The consent 
process for the original research was developed by the researcher and the chair of 
the Steering Committee (who was an experienced researcher) and complied with 
standards of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research 
(NHMRC, 1999).   
In keeping with the original informed consent process, the research reported in 
this thesis has maintained strict confidentiality of research participants.  This has 
been achieved by assigning unique codes to each of the focus groups and 
interviews so that it is not possible to identify the area in which focus groups 
were conducted or the identity of individuals participating in interviews.  As 
previously noted, the focus groups have been distinguished by type of participant, 
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whether they were CRG focus groups (CFG 1-7), RMF focus groups (RFG 1-5) 
or NGO focus groups (NFG 1-2).  The number of the focus group corresponds to 
a particular area within which the focus group was undertaken.  Similarly, the 
interviews have been distinguished by type of participant, whether they were 
MPs (MPI 1-6), government officers (GOI 1-11) or CRP staff (CRI 1-7).  Once 
again the numbering corresponds to a particular individual.  Only the researcher 
has access to the coding table.  Distinguishing by type of participant is important 
for the purposes of undertaking the within-case sub-units of analysis explained 
earlier.  The focus of that analysis is to examine differences in perspective 
between community/non-government participants and government participants.   
In the data analysis reported in Chapter Five, extensive use has been made of 
quotes from different participants.  The quotes have been identified by the coding 
system described above.  The assignment of this coding system has been used to 
indicate the ‘strength’ or diversity of sources for particular themes or sub-themes 
as well as differences in perspectives by different types of participants.  With 
each quote used, careful attention has been paid to ensure the data is de-
identified.  For example, where a specific CRG focus group (or any other focus 
group/participant) was discussing an issue for their area, the name of the area has 
been redacted to maintain confidentiality and ensure de-identification.   
There are some risks with the approach adopted in maintaining anonymity of 
participants.  These risks arise primarily from the identification of the 12 renewal 
suburbs targeted by the CRP.  It was not considered feasible or appropriate to de-
identify these renewal areas because it was important to describe the 
characteristics of the areas in terms of their demographics and other factors 
which render them prone to being identifiable.  Additionally, these areas have 
previously been identified in numerous public reports (for example, Department 
of Housing, 2002).  This risk is perhaps most acute for the small number (six) of 
MPs who participated in the interviews.  For example, it would not be difficult to 
identify the MPs whose electorates, at the time, contained various renewal areas.  
However, it is virtually impossible, with any degree of certainty, to attribute 
specific quotes to any individual MP, given the procedures adopted as outlined 
above.  This is more so the case with other participants in interviews and focus 
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groups.  Overall, the research reported in this thesis has maintained a high degree 
of ethical integrity and conforms to the QUT Code of Conduct for Research12.   
RESEARCHER POSITIONALITY 
It was noted in the Preface to this thesis that the researcher was not a ‘neutral 
bystander’ in relation to the CRP but had previous involvement with the program 
as both a policy advocate and subsequently as an evaluator.  It has also been 
noted earlier in this Chapter that the researcher was a senior government officer 
and was well known by senior officers from other agencies at the time of the 
original research.  This background raises the issue of researcher positionality in 
the research (Chavez, 2008; Greene, 2014) or the extent to which the researcher 
was an ‘insider’ (Mercer, 2007; Van Heugten, 2004).   
Although the issues of insider research and researcher positionality have been 
widely discussed in the literature dating back to the 1970s (Breen, 2007; Chavez, 
2008; Couture & Zaidi, 2012; DeLyser, 2001; Dwyer & Buckle, 2009; Greene, 
2014; Mercer, 2007; Merton, 1972; Unluer, 2012; Van Heugten, 2004), there 
seems to be an ambiguous understanding of these notions.  This ambiguity is 
likely to be a result of the breath of research topics and disciplines used across 
the research literature.  Greene (2014) puts it simply as ‘insider research is that 
which is conducted within a social group, organization or culture of which the 
researcher is also a member’ (2014: 1).  For example, the notion of insider 
research has often been adopted in the education sector where researchers have 
undertaken research within their own educational setting within which they also 
work as an educator (such as Mercer, 2007).  Insider research has also been 
described as research conducted by a researcher who shares characteristics of the 
group being researched, such as gender, race/ethnicity, occupational status, 
community of residence or shared experiences such as being an adoptive parent 
(Chavez, 2008; Dwyer & Buckle, 2009; Greene, 2014).  Hence, insider 
positionality is determined by ‘the aspects of an insider researcher’s self or 
identity which is aligned or shared with participants’ (Chavez, 2008: 475).   
                                                             
12 Available at http://www.mopp.qut.edu.au/D/D_02_06.jsp 
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The insider researcher has been contrasted with that of an outsider researcher 
with claims that the latter position brings with it greater objectivity.  Chavez 
(2008) notes:   
The ‘insider/outsider’ debate has been largely that, a debate.  In line with 
the positivist tradition, the outsider perspective was considered optimal 
for its ‘objective’ and ‘accurate’ account of the field, while insiders, who 
possessed deeper insights about the people, place, and events, were 
believed to hold a biased position that complicated their ability to observe 
and interpret (Chavez, 2008: 474).   
In this way, insider/outsider research has been presented as a dichotomy, as an 
either/or.  However, it has also been argued that, rather than being a dichotomy, 
the insider/outsider positionality of a researcher can be seen as a continuum 
(Breen, 2007; Chavez, 2008; Greene, 2014).  For example, Greene (2014) notes: 
‘positionality is determined by where one stands in relation to the other; this can 
shift throughout the process of conducting research’ (2014: 2).  The nature of this 
insider/outsider continuum has been described in several ways.  For example, 
Chavez (2008) distinguishes between total insiders where multiple characteristics 
are shared or partial insiders where a smaller number of characteristics are shared 
and there is a degree of distance between the researcher and the group being 
researched.   
The literature has identified a number of methodological advantages and 
challenges of insider positionality (Chavez, 2008; Greene, 2014).  Some of the 
advantages include greater ease of access to the group, acceptance by and more 
natural interaction/rapport with the group and greater insights into participants’ 
characteristics for the purpose of data analysis.  Challenges include over-
identification with the group, lack of ‘objectivity’ and potential bias in participant 
selection and subsequent data analysis.  Greene (2014) identifies a number of 
ways to manage these challenges including triangulation of data, maintaining 
detailed field notes, use of other reference materials and developing an audit trail 
of all records resulting from the research.   
From this brief discussion, it can be seen that the issue of researcher positionality 
is a complex one.  Perhaps the most important point is that insider/outsider 
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positionality is not necessarily a dichotomy but rather a continuum where 
insider/outsider status can vary depending on the context of the research.  
However, Chavez (2008) points out that ‘Determining whether one is an insider 
researcher is problematic and is ultimately the decision of the researcher’ (2008: 
481).   
For the original research upon which this thesis is based, the researcher 
experienced both a degree of ‘insiderness’ and also ‘outsiderness’, much like the 
continuum described in the literature.  The insider status occurred primarily in 
relation to the interviews with other senior government officers.  As noted above, 
the researcher was reasonably well known amongst the head-office circles of 
other government agencies who were involved with the CRP at the time.  There 
was also a (lesser) degree of familiarity with the researcher by at least half the 
MPs interviewed.   
There were two methodological implications to this situation of being known by 
at least some research participants.  First, being known as a senior government 
officer (and earlier as a previous policy advocate) meant that there was a relative 
ease of access to other senior government officers for the purpose of interview 
data collection.  This ease of access meant that interviews were generally 
arranged and accepted by these senior officers very quickly and with a minimum 
of negotiation.  This situation also meant there was an existing degree of rapport 
with the interviewees which helped to facilitate the interview process.  These 
points are consistent with the advantages of insider research from the literature 
discussed earlier.  However, the second implication of being known and 
(presumably) respected amongst these senior officers was that this position may 
have skewed their responses to the questions asked in the interviews.  There is no 
way of knowing for sure whether those being interviewed would have responded 
differently if the interviews had been conducted by a more unknown ‘outsider’ 
but that could have been a possibility.  For example, interviewees could have 
been subject to a degree of social desirability bias in their responses.   
The outsider status of the researcher was more in relation to focus groups with 
CRGs and RMFs.  These groups were operating either within the CRP sites or at 
a regional level.  In this situation the researcher was almost completely unknown 
158 
 
amongst both these groups and would have been seen as an outsider.  The 
advantage of this position was that research participants were encouraged to be 
frank in their discussions, particularly given assurances of anonymity.  However, 
once again, there is no way of knowing if responses would have been different if 
the researcher had been more of an insider to these groups.   
There were several strategies put in place, both at the time of the original 
research and for the secondary analysis conducted for this thesis, to manage 
potential insider/outsider bias.  First, for the original research, extensive use was 
made of the expert Steering Committee who provided oversight of the research.  
This oversight involved approving the original evaluation plan including methods 
and identification of research participants.  This Committee provided a check on 
researcher bias.  Second, for the re-analysis of the original data for this thesis, 
there has been some time elapse since the original data collection and the 
secondary analysis reported here.  This time lapse has provided an opportunity to 
acquire a degree of distance from the original data and to re-examine the data for 
a different purpose.  Third, the analysis reported in this thesis has sought to 
triangulate the data whereby multiple sources have been used for deriving themes 
and sub-themes.  The derivation of themes and sub-themes is reported in Chapter 
Five which indicates the various sources of data for each.  Finally, a clear audit 
trail has been maintained for all the field data.  These strategies have been used to 
address any issues of researcher bias, particularly for this thesis.   
JUSTIFICATION FOR RESEARCH DESIGN 
A qualitative design and method is most appropriate when research examines 
relationships in social settings to understand ‘what people think or how they 
make sense of programs, personnel or activities’ (Lincoln & Guba, 2004: 233).  
The purpose of this thesis is to gain an in-depth understanding of the local 
governance arrangements for the CRP and how these related to other levels of 
governance.  Hence, a qualitative approach involving a broad range of 
stakeholders and participants to gain an understanding of their perceptions and 
how these perceptions might accord with or differ from each other was 
particularly appropriate.   
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A qualitative design has been highlighted as particularly appropriate for the 
subject of this research.  Judd and Randolph (2006), in examining the evaluation 
of a number of community renewal-type programs in Australia, argue that 
‘qualitative methods are more easily managed by researchers and offer more 
insightful assessments than quantitatively based approaches’ (p. x).   
The use of supplementary quantitative data from the CRG survey was also 
important in order to gauge the extent to which CRG members reflect the 
composition of the local community.  This survey also shed light on the 
functioning of the CRGs overall as a key mechanism for local governance.   
Limitations of the research 
All research endeavours, including the one this thesis reports on, have their 
limitations.  First, whilst there was a concerted effort to involve a broad range of 
stakeholders, there would have been some who were not involved.  The most 
obvious of these were local residents of the renewal areas who were not directly 
involved with the local CRG or other aspects of the CRP.  It would have been 
interesting to examine what ‘sense’ these residents had, if any, of local renewal 
efforts by government, councils, CRG members and others.  Some questions that 
would have been worth asking this group include: to what extent were these 
residents aware of the CRP intervention in their area?  Had it made any 
difference from their perspective and, if so, in what way?  It would have also 
been worth exploring the extent of their awareness of the opportunity to 
participate in the local CRG and potential barriers for participation.   
A second limitation is the cross-sectional nature of the data collection.  Both the 
focus groups and the survey were a point-in-time data collection at a relatively 
early stage of the CRP implementation.  Participants’ views would undoubtedly 
change and unfold over time and the research was not able to capture these 
changes.   
Despite these limitations, the research has been able to draw upon a rich source 
of qualitative data from a broad cross section of the diverse groups involved.  For 
a qualitative study it has also drawn upon a large sample size.   
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CHAPTER 5: THE LIMITS OF LOCAL GOVERNANCE – KEY 
THEMES IN THE COMMUNITY RENEWAL PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION 1998-2001 
INTRODUCTION 
The previous Chapter outlined the research approach and methodology, including 
the key research questions for the thesis, the use of secondary analysis of 
qualitative data derived from focus groups and interviews and an overview of the 
questions asked in the data collection.  This Chapter sets out the results of the 
secondary analysis of the qualitative data on the implementation of the CRP over 
the period 1998 to 2001.   
Chapter Two of this thesis provided an overview of Community Renewal in 
terms of program objectives, characteristics of the 12 renewal areas, key 
implementation tools and mechanisms (summarised in Table 2) and the 
management and administrative arrangements for the program (outlined in Figure 
4) involving a broad range of stakeholders.  As previously discussed, a unique 
feature of the program was the availability of a flexible funding source to meet 
identified community needs within each renewal area – a ‘place-budgeting’ 
approach.  From this overview, it can be seen that the CRP was an ambitious 
program, attempting an innovative and whole-of-government approach to 
delivery and with a highly complex set of governance and management 
arrangements spanning local, regional and central (head office) levels of 
administration.   
As described in the previous Chapter, the approach adopted is a thematic analysis 
of the secondary data (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006; 
Joffe, 2012; Vaismoradi, Turunen & Bondas, 2013).  Three overarching themes 
emerged from this analysis.  First, community participation in the 
implementation of the CRP was a foundational theme.  Second, the local-level 
planning (community action planning) of the CRP implementation was an 
important theme.  Third, the program’s funding and resource allocation process 
was a hotly discussed theme.   
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Each of these three overarching themes is inter-related and overlapping as shown 
in Figure 7 below.  For example, while the participation of local community 
members was a foundational issue for the CRP, this also expanded into the extent 
to which local community members were involved in setting renewal priorities in 
the local-level planning process which in turn flowed into the funding and 
resource allocation process by the program.   
Figure 8: Overarching themes from secondary analysis 
 
Within each of these overarching themes there are a number of sub-themes.  This 
Chapter provides an analysis of each of these three overarching themes and their 
associated sub-themes.  However, prior to the analysis of each of the overarching 
themes, the following section provides an overview of how these themes were 
derived.   
Derivation of themes and sub-themes 
The text of the transcripts from the 16 focus groups and the 30 interviews were 
subject to multiple readings by the researcher to identify dominant themes and 
sub-themes through constant comparison techniques (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).  
An inductive process of ‘pattern coding’ (Miles & Huberman, 1994: 57) was 
used to identify recurring sub-themes in the data and to identify the different 
sources of participants who raised the sub-theme (such as CRG participants, 
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RMF participants, interview participants).  According to Miles and Huberman 
(1994), pattern codes:   
… are astrident – they pull together a lot of material, thus permitting 
analysis.  [They] signal a theme that accounts for a lot of other data – 
makes them intelligible, suggests thematic links … grouping disparate 
pieces into a more inclusive and meaningful whole (1994: 58).   
The coding of data was also in part guided by the nature of the questions asked in 
the focus groups and interviews (outlined in Chapter Four).  Various sub-themes 
were then grouped together to form the three overarching themes.   
Miles and Huberman (1994) recommend displaying the data in a table or matrix 
as an aid in analysis (‘You know what you display’: p. 91).  Accordingly, Table 9 
below provides a display of the overarching themes and their associated sub-
themes derived from the data coding.  The term ‘overarching theme’ is used to 
indicate a more abstract or higher level of coding which has been derived from a 
combination of a number of sub-themes (Bazeley, 2009; Miles & Huberman, 
1994).   
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Table 9: Derivation of overarching themes and sub-themes 
Overarching theme Sub-themes 
• Aspects associated with sub-theme 
No. of focus groups/interviews raised 
Community participation  CFG/NFG RFG Interviews* 
Positive aspects of participation 5 1 -- 
Links to the broader community 
• CRGs as representative of broader community 
• Accountability of CRG to broader community 
9 -- 1 
Governance capability 
• Knowledge, skills and leadership capacity 
4 4 3 
Role of Community Renewal staff 
• Qualities of Community Renewal staff 
• Managing local politics 
2 2 5 
Links between community and government 
• Role of Regional Managers’ Forums 
• Tensions between the community and the RMFs 
• Role of Members of Parliament 
4 3 7 
Local-level planning – 
Community Action Plans 
Quality of Community Action Plans 
• An excellent blueprint versus too many actions 
• Problems with use of different consultants 
5 -- 2 
Links to other government agencies 
• Links between local plans and central resource 
allocation 
• Taking account of existing resources 
-- 3 3 
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Table 9 (continued): Derivation of overarching themes and sub-themes 
Overarching theme Sub-themes 
• Aspects associated with sub-theme 
No. of focus groups/interviews raised 
Funding and resource 
allocation 
 CFG/NFG RFG Interviews* 
Complex nature of the funding process 
• Timeliness of Community Renewal funding 
• Lack of transparency in Community Renewal 
funding process 
4 5 2 
Links to other government agencies 
• ‘Capture’ by other government agencies 
• Sustainability of Community Renewal funding 
3 3 4 
Tensions in funding priorities 3 2 1 
     
 
* Refers to interviews with government officers from other departments, Members of Parliament and Community Renewal staff.   
CFG/NFG = CRG focus group (a total of seven) and NGO focus groups (total of two); 
RFG = RMF focus groups (total of five).   
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Importantly, Table 9 also shows the frequency with which each sub-theme was 
raised in the focus groups and interviews as well as the source.  The CRG and 
NGO focus groups have been combined to distinguish sub-themes raised by local 
community members and organisations from those of government officers in the 
RMF focus groups and interviews with government officers and MPs.  This 
distinction is important as it is the basis of the within-case sub-units of analysis 
reported later in this Chapter for each of the over-arching themes.   
It can be seen from Table 9 that the sub-themes identified were raised from 
multiple sources across the focus groups and interviews.  In some cases, a sub-
theme was not identified by one of the sources identified.  The issue of difference 
in perspective between the stakeholder participants is explored in the within-case 
sub-units of analysis for each of the overarching themes.   
The following section provides an analysis of the first overarching theme 
emerging from the analysis, that of community participation in the CRP at a 
program level across each of the renewal areas.  A primary focus for this section 
is on the role and functioning of the CRGs as a key vehicle to achieve community 
participation and the issues involved in the interaction with other key 
stakeholders, particularly government stakeholders involved through RMFs as 
this is a focus of the within-case analysis.  This is followed by an analysis of the 
local-level planning through the development of Community Action Plans for 
each renewal area to establish priorities for renewal action in those communities.  
This then flows onto the third overarching theme of funding and resource 
allocation.   
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COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN THE COMMUNITY RENEWAL 
PROGRAM 
Given that one of the objectives for the CRP was to make the renewal 
communities central to its implementation (Department of Housing, 1998), it is 
not surprising that the notion of community participation emerged as a 
foundational theme.  One of the key mechanisms to facilitate this was the 
establishment of CRGs in each area.  Prior to presenting the key sub-themes from 
the data analysis, an overview of the CRGs is provided.   
Overview of Community Reference Groups 
The role and functioning of these groups varied somewhat between areas but 
most were involved with the following functions: monitoring community action 
plan development (in six areas); priority setting; identification and selection of 
options for inclusion in the action plans; project development (in some renewal 
areas only); and assessment and validation of submissions.  One of the unique 
features of the CRP was the decision-making role (albeit not determinative) that 
the community had in shaping program delivery through the CRGs.  That is, 
these groups were intended to have a direct involvement in decision making 
about the funding of project proposals through a process of the group voting on 
whether individual project proposals should go ahead.   
Table 10 below provides an overview of the key characteristics and features of 
the CRGs in each renewal area during the first phase of the CRP implementation.  
For each area, Table 9 shows the date the CRG was established, whether it had 
terms of reference, the composition of membership and participation, typical 
numbers at meetings, the frequency and timing of meetings and whether there 
was an executive.   
From Table 10 it can be seen that all of the CRGs had membership that was open 
to all members of the community (suburb) and that most also had community 
workers and government workers attending meetings.  In four of the CRGs there 
were stipulations on who could vote – in one case only residents could vote 
whilst in others residents and community workers could vote.   
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Table 10: Overview of Community Reference Groups 
Area 
(Date of 
Approval) 
Date of Est of 
CRG 
Terms of 
Reference 
Membership & Participation Numbers 
attending 
Frequency & 
timing of 
meetings 
Executive 
Caboolture 
(November 
1999) 
March 2000 Yes Open to all members of community. 
Residents, rep of community groups 
and business  vote 
5 – 8 regulars Monthly, alternate 
day & evening 
meetings 
No formally elected 
office bearers 
Deception Bay 
(November 
1999) 
May  2000 Yes Open to all members of the 
community. Mostly residents, but 
some community or public sector 
workers 
On average, 35  
people 
Monthly during the 
day (changing to 
alternate month as 
night meetings) 
Elected 
Chairperson. and 
Secretary 
Eagleby 
(December 
1998) 
Established in 
1999 to advise 
SEPA-Q 
Project 
Yes Open to all members of community. 
Also includes community and public 
sector workers on CRG 
5 – 15 (day) & 10– 
30 (night 
meetings) 
Weekly (day) & 
monthly at night 
Elected 
Chairperson, 
Secretary 
Garbutt 
(December 
1998) 
No CRG      
Goodna 
(December 
1998) 
March 2000 Yes. Open to all members of the 
community. Mainly residents attend. 
20 – 25 people on 
average. 
Monthly, during the 
day 
Chairperson, 
Secretary, Asst 
Secretary. 
Inala 
(December 
1998) 
March 2000 Yes, but 
under 
review 
Open to all members of the 
community, only residents and people 
with a mandate from a Community 
agency can vote. 
Average of 
approximately 20 
people 
Monthly (day time) Chair, Vice, 
Secretary, Asst Sec. 
(roles defined in 
ToR) 
Kingston 
(December 
1998) 
July 2000 Yes, but 
still under 
review 
Open to all members of the 
community. Attendance by residents, 
community groups & public sector 
staff. 
Average of 30 
people. 
Monthly evening 
meetings. 
Elected Chair, 
Deputy Chair, 
Secretary, Deputy 
Secretary 
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Table 10 (continued): Overview of Community Reference Groups 
Area 
(Date of 
Approval) 
Date of 
Est of 
CRG 
Terms of 
Reference 
Membership & 
Participation 
Numbers 
attending 
Frequency & 
timing of 
meetings 
Executive 
Leichhardt 
(December 
1998) 
Established 
as 
community 
consultative 
c’ttee in 
1994/5 
Yes, but 
not as a 
CRG. 
Open to all members of the 
community. Mostly residents, 
government workers can’t 
vote, but community workers 
can. 
Average of 15 
– 20 
Once every six 
weeks –day. 
Permanent 
chair 
(Councillor 
Pisasale). 
Loganlea 
(December 
1998) 
May 2000 No Open to all members of the 
community but only residents 
vote. Community and public 
sector workers also attend 
Average of 20 
– 30 people 
Fortnightly 
evening 
meetings 
Elected 
Chairperson & 
Vice 
Chairperson & 
Executive 
Committee 
Manoora 
(December 
1998) 
September 
1998 
Yes Open to the whole community 
with representation from 
Council and Department of 
Housing 
25 – 35 
people 
Monthly Chair, Vice, 
Secretary + 
Treasurer 
Riverview 
(December 
1998) 
March 2000 Yes. Open to all members of the 
community. Voting rights only 
to those who have been to two 
meetings. Half residents, half 
community and government 
workers.   
Average 15 – 
20 people. 
Every 4 weeks. Chair, two vice-
chairs, 
Secretary and 3 
general 
community 
reps. 
Woodridge 
(December 
1998) 
April 2000 Reviewed 
and 
updated 
February 
2001 
Open to all members of the 
community. Only residents 
and volunteer community 
workers have voting rights. 
Community and public sector 
workers also attend monthly 
meetings 
40-50 (night 
meeting) & 9-
12 regularly. 
Monthly 
meeting. 
Residents only 
meeting, 
fortnightly. 
Elected, chair, 
vice-chair, 
secretary 
Source: Walsh and Butler (2002: 134-135).   
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From Table 10 it can be seen that there was a degree of ‘lag’ between the time in 
which an area was approved as a CRP site and when the CRG was established, 
with most areas taking between 15 to 18 months to set up a CRG.  The 
exceptions to this were Eagleby and Leichhardt where pre-existing community 
consultative committees were used as the basis for the CRG.  Whilst Garbutt did 
not have a CRG as such, there were several other community groups that were 
used (such as tenant groups).   
Table 10 also shows numbers participating in the CRG were generally small 
given that resident populations at the time ranged from just over 2,000 to just 
over 17,000 – CRG participant numbers ranged from less than ten to up to 50.  
All the CRGs met at least monthly.  In most cases, the CRG had an elected 
community chairperson, the exception being Leichhardt where the chair was the 
local government Councillor (an elected position from local government 
elections).   
Data analysis 
This section discusses a number of sub-themes that emerged from the secondary 
analysis of the focus group and interview data.  First, it was clear that there were 
a number of positive aspects to the CRGs, at least for those who participated in 
these groups.  Second, however, there were also limitations identified in terms of 
the links between the CRG and the broader local community.  Third, there were 
also issues about the knowledge, skills and leadership capability within the 
groups.  Fourth, it was clear the role of locally-based CRP staff was very 
important to the functioning of these groups.  The fifth sub-theme identified was 
related to issues with the links between the CRGs and government.  Each of these 
sub-themes is explored further below and illustrated by particular quotes from the 
focus groups or interviews13.  Multiple quotes are often used to indicate that each 
issue was raised from numerous sources.   
                                                             
13 Each quote is assigned a code to designate the source of the quote.  An explanation of the coding 
system is set out in Tables 7 and 8 in Chapter Four.  Participant quotes are indicated in italics with 
clarifying comments indicated in plain text with square brackets.   
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After exploring each of these sub-themes, an overview of the results of the CRG 
survey is provided.  This analysis provides some confirmation of a number of the 
issues raised in the focus groups and interviews.   
Finally, this section concludes with the within case sub-units of analysis which 
examines differences in views and perspectives of CRG members across all the 
renewal areas and the views and perspectives of government participants across 
different levels.   
Positive aspects of participation in Community Reference Groups 
It was clear from the CRG focus groups that involvement in the CRP, and in 
particular participation in the CRG, had a very positive impact for a number of 
individuals.  This sub-theme was raised in five of the CRG and NGO focus 
groups and by one of the RMF focus groups.   
For some members, involvement in the CRP had brought about an increase in 
confidence and skills that enabled them to take action on other issues of concern.  
For example, one resident told of how, as a result of her involvement in a CRG, 
she was prepared to take action about the removal of a local ATM by one of the 
large banks.  This resident [CFG-2] contacted the bank to lodge her objection 
and, after liaising with council, proposed an alternative location for the ATM in 
the nearby vicinity.   
From the five CRG focus groups, it was clear that the sense of engagement in 
decision-making offered by the CRG was a critical element in the acceptance of 
the Community Action Plans and subsequent projects and in overcoming a legacy 
of cynicism with government.  This shift to engagement was captured by a 
comment made within one CRG focus group:   
Initially some residents were sceptical about involvement.  There was a 
concern that participation in a CRG was part of a con job by government.  
However over time it has been demonstrated that through the CRG 
residents are powerful [CFG-2].   
A further example was given from the above focus group of how the local 
Council needed the endorsement of the CRG for a project proposal to proceed 
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further for possible CRP funding.  This situation was seen by CRG members as 
the CRG being taken seriously by Council and that local residents’ views were 
important.   
Other comments from an NGO focus group and one of the RMF focus groups 
also indicated that the CRGs had played a key role in giving the community a say 
about addressing community concerns by government:   
The CRG has provided the first real opportunity for community to have a 
say, and has required government officers to take the time to be in contact 
with the community [NFG-1].   
The experience of the CRGs in negotiating these proposals has 
demonstrated to them that they are able to put pressure on government 
and others to address key community concerns.  Community Renewal has 
facilitated this happening [RFG-1].   
One of the key benefits of the CRGs identified by participants was how it 
brought people together, overcoming a sense of isolation and getting to know 
their local community much better.  These sentiments are reflected in the 
following comments across five of the CRG focus groups:   
Community Renewal has changed everything ... people are looking after 
each other ... before we were isolated tenants but now we can come 
together and talk [CRG-6].   
Community Renewal has brought people together and opened up 
opportunities for a lot of people … the CRGs have been important in 
giving local people a say in what’s happening [CFG-5].   
Community Renewal has brought people out of their homes and 
encouraged community interaction in ways not seen before [CFG-2].   
I’ve lived in [this area] for four years now and in the first couple of years 
I met nobody in my street.  I felt a bit alien and I’m usually quite friendly 
and wasn’t used to this.  Everyone seemed to close their doors and not go 
out at night.  But since Community Renewal started I know everyone in 
my street and even some people around the corner [CFG-4].   
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Community Renewal has boosted people’s expectations in the community 
and got people to come together and see our own strengths for the first 
time [CFG-3].   
The notion that the CRP had played a key role in bringing people together 
through the Community Reference Groups was confirmed in the CRG survey 
(discussed further below).  When asked what the CRG survey respondents 
considered to be the most significant change in their area due to the CRP, almost 
40% indicated either ‘Bringing different groups together’ (21.6%) or ‘Knowing 
more people in the area’ (17.1%), whilst 16.6% said ‘Having a say in government 
decisions’.   
From both the qualitative and survey data sets, it is clear the CRGs were 
considered an important mechanism to facilitate community participation in local 
decision-making for the CRP.  However, despite the various positive impacts 
arising from the CRGs for particular individuals, there were also limitations 
identified.  One of the key issues raised was the extent to which the CRGs had 
links to the broader community.  This issue is explored in the following sub-
theme.   
Links to the broader community 
There were two aspects to this sub-theme.  The first aspect was the extent to 
which the CRG was reflective of the composition of the broader community and 
second, the extent to which the CRG was accountable back to the broader 
community.   
CRGs as representative of the broader community 
The composition of the CRGs not being reflective of the broader community was 
an issue identified by all of the CRG or community focus groups14 and in one of 
the interviews with a local MP.  This concern was particularly so in relation to 
the lack of participation by young people and it was also an issue raised in 
relation to Indigenous people as well as people from different culturally and 
linguistically diverse backgrounds.  Comments included:   
                                                             
14 These include the two focus groups with non-government or community organisations.   
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The poor participation of Indigenous residents, the Samoan community 
and young people, as the groups would be more effective with a wider 
membership. The [two nearby CRGs] are trying to tackle the matter of 
narrow membership [CFG-5].   
The participation of young people has been a challenge. Generally they 
do not come to meetings so there is need to go out and talk with them 
[CFG-2].   
There is a lack of connection with young people and the Vietnamese 
community [NFG-1].   
Efforts to engage young people in providing on-going input to CR will 
need to tap into existing young peoples’ activities and networks and it 
may take up to 12 months to develop sufficient trust to make these links 
sustainable [NFG-1].   
The Indigenous community is not represented on any of the local 
governance or management arrangements [NFG-2].   
From the above set of statements, it can be seen that there was a strong sense of 
the challenges involved in ensuring the CRGs were representative of the 
composition of the local community.  All seven of the CRG focus groups and the 
two NGO focus groups raised this issue as a key concern.  Interestingly, the 
degree of representativeness of CRGs was not an issue raised in the five RMF 
focus groups.   
However, it was also recognised in at least two of the CRG focus groups and an 
interview with a local MP that whilst CRG meetings may not be reflective of the 
diversity of the local community, not everyone necessarily wanted to attend 
meetings.  As the comments below indicate, respondents suggested young people 
may have been less likely to be attracted to participate in these sorts of meetings, 
given the format and composition of the groups.  Similarly, people from 
culturally diverse backgrounds may not have felt comfortable in the setting of a 
CRG meeting.  Participants in the two focus groups and an MP interviewed 
suggested that parallel processes (for example, local youth council, or Indigenous 
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or residents-only meetings) may be appropriate.  Respondents also identified that 
other mechanisms may be needed to include the views of different groups:   
The CRG also needs resources to involve young people in other ways as 
they’re not interested in coming to endless meetings. Other processes are 
needed to build young people’s confidence so they can get into meetings 
[CFG-4].   
It’s not necessarily negative people do not come to meetings. If people are 
able to tap into community views, for example through neighbourhood 
watch coordinators [CFG-1].   
The CRG is operating well- it is not necessarily reflective of the 
composition of the local community … This is not necessarily an issue as 
long as there is good facilitation to reach out to these different groups 
who may not feel comfortable in participating in the established 
processes [CRG meetings].  They don’t necessarily need to be present at 
CRG meetings but there does need to be a way of including their views 
[MPI-2].   
In this way, respondents identified a number of alternative mechanisms and 
processes to access the views of missing groups.   
The survey of the CRGs (discussed further below) confirmed that these groups 
were not generally reflective of the broader community, particularly in terms of 
age, and that they were drawing on those who were already ‘engaged’ through 
their involvement in other groups and activities.  The survey revealed that the 
‘typical’ CRG member tended to be someone aged over 45 years, who was a long 
term resident of the area and who was involved in a number of other groups and 
organisations.  The survey identified only 4.3% of all CRG members as being 
aged under 25 years.  Four renewal areas had no CRG members in this age group, 
and none had more than three.   
It was not surprising that the lack of involvement by young people was a major 
concern across all the CRG focus groups.  Young people were the only specific 
target group to be identified in the Program objectives.  The particular objective 
was to ‘strengthen and expand opportunities for young people’ (Department of 
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Housing, 1998).  Additionally, young people made up a sizeable proportion of 
the population of all renewal areas at the time.  The percentage of individuals 
aged 15-24 years in the most recent Census ranged from 13.6% in Garbutt to 
19.8% in Manoora.  In comparison, the proportion of the Queensland population 
in this age range was 14.6%.  Thus, there was a significant proportion of the main 
target for involvement missing from one of the key governance mechanisms for 
the CRP.   
Accountability of CRGs to their broader community 
Linked to the concern that CRGs were not reflective of the composition of the 
local community, the data analysis indicated a related concern about the extent to 
which CRGs were accountable back to the broader community.  This was an 
issue raised in four of the seven CRG focus groups.  The concern about 
accountability was expressed in the context that the CRG played an integral role 
in ‘voting’ on specific proposals for The CRP funding in the local area (although 
not a determinative decision making role).  Participants in the four CRG focus 
groups raised the issue of needing more accountability back to the broader 
community.  Three of these focus groups also raised concerns about the possible 
‘stacking’ of CRG meetings whereby individuals would bring friends/family to 
meetings to ‘bolster’ the vote on particular project proposals.  Comments 
encapsulating this concern included the following:   
There would be value in considering public meetings to report back to 
residents on the work of the group … better feedback to the [various 
community] groups on actions flowing from CRG meetings [CFG-5].   
We need to have public meetings to explain Community Renewal, to 
report back [CFG-5].   
Several community meetings where an issue was discussed and voted on, 
but then raised at a subsequent meeting – stacked and overturned the 
decision [CFG-6].   
Concerned about the meetings being stacked – the willingness of some 
groups to use CRG meetings as a lobbying opportunity (CFG-4].   
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However, the issue about the need for more accountability from the CRGs to the 
broader community did not mean that accountability mechanisms were 
completely absent in the CRGs.  For example, one of the CRGs described ‘Speak 
Outs’ as one accountability mechanism back to the broader community.  ‘Speak 
Outs’ were large, well-publicised public meetings which were held on a regular 
basis and enabled those with limited time for participation in renewal areas to 
find out what was occurring without having to attend regular meetings.  This was 
described in the following way: 
The group [CRG] called itself an accountability group and we regularly 
go back to the community to check our mandate, through quarterly 
community consultations, newsletters, stakeholder meetings, etc [CFG-3].   
In two CRGs particular individuals from cultural or other communities directly 
represented their community’s interest at meetings.  It was indicated in these two 
focus groups that these representatives would often report back to their cultural 
communities on the CRP activities including CRG meetings.   
These issues of representativeness and accountability of CRG members were 
related to another sub-theme of how well ‘equipped’ these members were in 
terms of knowledge, skills and leadership capability.   
Knowledge, skills and leadership capability 
The knowledge, skills and leadership capabilities of CRG members was an issue 
raised primarily by non-CRG participants in the interviews and focus groups 
(although two CRG focus groups did make indirect reference to this issue).  That 
is, this sub-theme primarily emerged from the interviews and focus groups with 
(government) Regional Managers Forums and non-government organisations 
focus groups and interviews with individual government officers.   
A particular issue arose from this cohort in the context of the important role 
CRGs had been given in the assessment and validation of project proposals for 
funding by the CRP.  One government officer interviewee commented:   
… many of the reference group members are often not skilled in issues of 
long-term strategic planning or fully conversant with broad advantages to 
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be gained through long-term project management.  Some rejections of 
major proposals appear to be based on preferences for more tangible 
short-term remedies which may not survive over a longer period of time 
[GOI-10].   
In one renewal area, an example was cited of a training proposal for local 
unemployed young people where the proposal was perceived negatively by some 
local residents because of ‘judgemental attitudes towards the unemployed’ [NFG-
1].  For this NGO focus group, the ‘judgemental attitudes’ needed to be 
addressed through training for CRG members.   
Four of the five focus groups with Regional Managers Forums and the two non-
government organisation focus groups also raised similar issues.  For example:   
There is need for skills development if community members are going to 
play a more active role in management of Community Renewal … more 
focus is required on capacity building … [RFG-5].   
A particular issue focused on the knowledge and skills required by CRG 
members to understand and to be able to work with government:   
There needs to be more recognition of the importance of training and 
building capacity [for the community] in things like meeting skills, 
working with government [RFG-4].   
Community engagement has been made more difficult by the lack of 
community capacities for working in partnership with government. This 
needs to be addressed through experiential learning measures as 
community involvement in decision making means that if bad decisions 
are made anger will be transferred to community members [NFG-1].   
Skills on how to participate in planning process need to be developed … 
the community needs to better understand how government works [NFG-
1].   
In one renewal area, a number of respondents identified how earlier efforts to up-
grade and replace public housing through the associated Urban Renewal program 
had led to significant disruptions to local community networks.  This disruption, 
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often involving the relocation of tenants to other areas, particularly had an impact 
on the pool of people able to take on leadership roles in the community.  This 
was described in the following ways by government officers and NGO 
participants in interviews and focus groups from that particular area:   
Little consideration was given to the impact of population displacement 
on community leadership networks when housing was removed during 
earlier stages of Urban Renewal [NFG-2].   
… control and skills are largely centred in [one particular] family, 
suggesting the need for a larger pool of people with leadership skills and 
aspirations [GOI-5].   
There are not enough people willing or able to lead local activities. This 
has allowed a particular family to dominate organised community 
responses to renewal and problems of the area, creating some resentment 
and disengagement [GOI-7].   
These kinds of comments indicated that, in these impoverished communities, 
leadership capability was often lacking.   
The CRGs had tended to become the sole vehicle for community involvement 
and they assumed multiple roles, some of which had quite different purposes.  
For example, amongst other things, CRGs provided a means of providing 
information and monitoring progress on particular projects and activities, and at 
the same time they were also a forum for decision-making on the funding of 
projects, which may at times be quite complex (discussed further below).  There 
was a potential tension here between the need to achieve a broad base of 
community participation and having a workable group with the skills and 
capacity to provide informed input into decision-making on specific issues.   
However, issues relating to community members’ knowledge and skills were not 
completely absent from CRG focus groups.  Two CRGs made comments relating 
to this issue.  A particular concern was the need for more skill development in 
meeting processes to enable broad community participation:   
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There’s been poor meeting processes which permit some members to 
dominate proceedings and discourage participation in discussion and 
ultimately attendance at meetings [CFG-5].   
There needs to be support through training and other measures to enable 
members to more effectively take part in meetings and other activities 
which the groups undertake, such as submission evaluation [CFG-5].   
The other CRG focus group discussed the importance of having knowledgeable 
people as members of the CRG:   
There needs to be people [on the CRG] who know the community and how 
agencies within the community operate, someone who has good people 
skills. Also someone who can connect the community to political agenda-
making [CFG-4].   
Another CRG indicated how the lack of guidance in the early stages of 
establishing the group made it difficult:   
However when CRP first commenced the community was stumbling, but 
when we asked for information about how other Community Renewal 
areas had done their community reference group we were not provided 
with anything.  There was very little guidance offered … about how we 
should go about it.  As a result we were on a steep learning curve and 
made it up as we went along [CFG-3].   
In this context, participants in the above focus group went on to say how 
important the CRP facilitator was in providing guidance and support, in 
particular, ‘she helped with how to communicate with bureaucrats effectively’ 
[CFG-3].   
The comment above raises the next sub-theme – the role played by the CRP 
facilitators in each renewal community in the process of community 
participation.   
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The role of Community Renewal staff in facilitating community 
participation 
When the program commenced in September 1998 the overall staff team 
comprised a Program Manager and three Project Officers located in head office 
of the Department of Housing, with responsibility for initiating the CRP in nine 
areas across the state.  A range of consultants were employed to undertake 
community action planning in local areas.   
Following an early review of the program (Nolan, 2000), a significant change in 
staffing arrangements was made with the establishment of locally-based program 
staff located in renewal areas.  The first Coordinator was appointed in Manoora 
in May 1999 and the first Facilitator was appointed in Logan in June 1999.  
Coordinator positions were established in Townsville, Caboolture and Ipswich, 
focusing on ensuring and supporting collaborative work between government 
agencies15.  In Townsville and Garbutt Coordinators were employed by the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet, whereas in south-east Queensland they were 
directly employed by the CRP.   
Nine Facilitator positions were established in south-east Queensland to support 
CRGs and focus on community capacity building in each area.  The need for 
locally-based Program staff emerged over the implementation of renewal as the 
scale of communication, capacity building and coordination tasks associated with 
the program became increasingly apparent (Nolan, 2000).   
From the data analysis, there were two aspects to this sub-theme – the qualities or 
working styles of individual the CRP staff and their role in managing local 
‘politics’ or conflicts.   
Qualities of Community Renewal staff 
The role of locally-based the CRP staff (Facilitators or Coordinators) was 
identified in three of the focus groups and five interviews to be an important 
element in bringing about community participation.  This perspective was 
                                                             
15 Coordinators were senior officers who had oversight of several renewal areas (for example, one 
Coordinator for the three Logan areas) whereas Facilitators were less senior and were responsible for 
one renewal area.   
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acknowledged in both the CRG and RMF focus groups.  A common element was 
that these staff had displayed a high level of honesty and respect towards the 
community.   
The quality of interaction between [the locally-based CRP staff member] 
and the members of the community have been very important. An 
essential ingredient to this has been a high level of honesty by the [staff 
member] which has built trust and sound working relationships with the 
CRG members [CFG-2].   
The quality of local [Community Renewal] workers has been important 
… having people on the ground who know the community and are trusted 
[MPI-3].   
The Community Renewal funded Coordinator’s position has been critical 
to the success of the [area] renewal … previously there was too little 
attention paid to social development [RGF-5].   
In one of the RMF focus groups it was indicated the CRP staff had adopted a 
‘non-traditional’ working style in terms of government officers:   
The attitude of public servants is crucial.  The public servants from 
Community Renewal have stood outside normal practices of government 
officers.  They have been prepared to work with the local people and form 
genuine partnerships.  Two elements have been essential to the success of 
this working – respect for the community and honesty.  This way of 
working has developed trust and enabled the community to work with 
government bureaucrats [RFG-1].   
The concern for developing leadership skills was acknowledged by staff of the 
Program particularly by the locally-based staff that had day-to-day interaction 
with members of the CRGs.  For example, one of the CRP Facilitators described 
how she addressed the issue of leadership development in an extended interview:   
I was very concerned about the lack of leadership skills in the CRG and 
so I decided on the idea of forming a ‘core group’ to strengthen the base 
of the group.  I invited 10 CRG members to take part in a four-week 
183 
 
leadership workshop.  The purpose of this workshop was to teach people 
some of the structure and processes involved in the Community Renewal 
program.  I selected these ten people because I knew them from their 
attendance at the CRG meetings … [CRI-4].   
She went on to say that she was careful not to give this group a sense of having 
more authority than the rest of the CRG and, after several meetings, she issued a 
general invitation to all CRG members to participate.  However, it should be 
noted that this initiative was not mirrored at a program level – that is, there was 
no program-wide ‘training package’ for CRG members across the program in 
terms of knowledge, skills and leadership capability.  From the comments above, 
it can be seen that a lack of a program-wide training package for CRG members 
was a gap in the program’s design.   
Managing local politics 
From the seven interviews with the CRP staff it was indicated that an important 
part of their role was managing local conflicts and divisions.  Most of the renewal 
communities had divisions and factions of some sort which were played out in 
struggles over control of local organisations and information.  For example, one 
MP described how one of the renewal areas in his electorate was ‘highly 
factionalised’ [MPI-4].  One of the government officers interviewed described 
how the effectiveness of a local community facility had been ‘undermined by the 
gatekeeping and paternalistic role played by the coordinator’ [GOI-5].  Earlier 
quotes above also indicate how a number of CRG meetings could be dominated 
by particular individuals.   
In this context of local politics and conflicts, the CRP staff had to play an 
important role in mediating and negotiating these conflicts.  For example, one 
CRP staff member gave a detailed description of how she had to intervene in a 
CRG meeting when a very heated exchange erupted between CRG members over 
a request from a local branch of a political party to have formal representation on 
the CRG [CRI-7].  The issue was eventually resolved with the assistance of the 
CRP staff member.  The above was just one example of how community tensions 
could easily rise to the surface.  The CRP staff in the interviews indicated they 
were often involved in mediating mostly small scale tensions and conflicts.   
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Links between community and government 
There were several aspects to this sub-theme arising from the data analysis.  First, 
it was clear that RMFs played an important role as the ‘face’ of government for 
the program.  Second, however, there was no clear mechanism for linking the 
RMFs with other institutional arrangements, particularly with the CRGs.  Third, a 
number of local MPs saw their role as a facilitating mechanism between the 
community and the public sector.  These three aspects to this sub-theme are 
explored further below with reference to the data for each.   
Role of Regional Managers’ Forums (RMFs) 
RMFs were affiliations of Regional Managers of Queensland Government 
departments and agencies.  At the time, there were 15 RMFs operating across 
various regions of Queensland.  RMFs were intended to facilitate improved 
sharing of information about regional issues, improved sharing of resources 
between departments in regional areas, to promote collaborative service delivery 
and to identify gaps and overlays in service provision (Office of Rural 
Communities, 1994).  They functioned primarily as un-resourced regional 
information sharing networks and, hence, their effectiveness depended on the 
commitment of regional managers and their departments.  A review of RMFs at 
the time (Office of Rural Communities, 1999) found that RMFs were playing a 
significant role for the Queensland Government at a regional level.  They were 
one of the few vehicles for cross-agency collaboration and cooperation.  They 
had encouraged and facilitated cross-agency interactions and acted as catalysts 
for establishing joint agency projects, joint customer interface arrangements, joint 
management arrangements, combined consultation exercises and shared 
information and resources (Office of Rural Communities, 1999).   
Hence, it was not surprising that RMFs had become a key delivery mechanism 
for the CRP.  Indeed, CRP staff facilitated the establishment of RMF-type 
mechanisms in two areas to support the program’s implementation – the Southern 
Gateway RMF (covering the Logan renewals) and the North Moreton 
Government Agency Network (covering Caboolture and Deception Bay).  In both 
of these cases, the renewal areas fell between existing RMFs.   
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Through the interviews and focus groups it was clear that not only had RMFs 
contributed significantly to the implementation of the CRP, the program had also 
contributed to the functioning of RMFs.  Three of the RMF focus groups raised 
this issue in the following ways:   
Community Renewal has had a positive impact on the RMF by providing 
opportunities for agencies to practice collaborative and cooperative 
working arrangements, and opened up their willingness to do this [RFG-
3].   
Community Renewal is being assisted by changes to the RMF which is 
transforming itself from being little more than a breakfast club to a pro-
active network [RFG-5].   
Community Renewal dollars and government priority specified projects 
have given relevance to the RMF.  What other joint work can we do? 
[RFG-4].   
Similarly, central (head) office staff of government agencies also acknowledged 
the important role of RMFs, particularly for ‘whole-of-government’ initiatives 
such as the CRP:   
Previously the only contact between regional managers was in relation to 
specific department led initiatives … the RMF has helped regional 
managers recognise the importance of developing strategic alliances and 
has helped foster informal networks and relationships.  Now regional 
managers are more likely to pick up the phone to talk to another regional 
manager but this does not happen across the board and depends largely 
on personality issues and institutional cultures [GOI-3].   
However, the Office of Rural Communities’ (1999) review also identified a 
number of limitations with RMFs and some of these were reinforced by the 
interview and focus group data from several sources (indicated below).  First, the 
capacity of individual RMFs to contribute to integrated service planning and 
delivery initiatives varied significantly across the RMFs.  Second, RMFs lacked a 
clear ‘mandate’ or legitimacy within government.  Four of the RMF focus groups 
indicated they needed better resources and recognition from their department’s 
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head office.  One of the CRG focus groups identified there were gaps in 
awareness, understanding and support for the role of RMFs by central agencies 
and head offices of line agencies: [There needs to be much stronger commitment 
and support from senior levels of departments: CFG-5].  Third, related to this, 
RMFs had no ‘head of power’ or independent decision making authority and nor 
did they have access to separate resources beyond agency contributions: [The 
RMFs have no capacity to commit their agency’s resources to CAP outcomes: 
GOI-9].  Participation in RMFs came in addition to performing normal agency 
operations.  Fourth, the skills required for cross-agency work were different to 
those required for meeting the more traditional core business roles and vertical 
accountabilities of departments.  There was a need to give greater attention to 
skills development for RMF participants in areas such as group process, 
facilitation, conflict resolution and negotiation (Office of Rural Communities, 
1999).   
From the perspective of the CRP staff another issue was that RMFs tended to 
focus at the regional scale and hence it could be difficult to deal effectively with 
small local communities such as those typical of renewal areas [CRI-2].  Locally-
based facilitators recognised the importance of developing good relationships 
with regional managers to influence action as the facilitators had ‘no direct 
authority over their [regional managers] activities’ [CRI-5].   
In summary, RMFs played an important role in the governance architecture for 
the CRP.  However, they also had some serious structural limitations in terms of 
resources, recognition and capacity to act.  In addition to these issues, there were 
some tensions identified in the CRG focus groups with the RMFs.   
Tensions with the RMFs 
From five of the seven CRG focus groups, it was indicated that in some cases 
there were tensions with the RMFs.  This tension was largely fuelled by the lack 
of any mechanism to bring the CRGs together with the RMFs in a coordinated 
way:   
The RMF are faceless people.  There is an ‘us and them’ mentality … 
there’s no coming together between the CRG and the RMF – we are not 
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working well together, lack of feedback, different roles for different 
groups, the RMF is working to different criteria [CFG-5].   
CRG needs more feedback from Regional Managers … Other things are 
happening that the CRG should be aware of – decisions get made [by the 
RMF] and the CRG are unaware of them [CFG-2].   
In one area, there were concerns about the lack of ‘consultation’ by government 
officers in renewal activities:   
The community feels it has been poorly consulted about and during the 
renewal … What consultation there was at the time related mostly to 
housing design issues, rather than broader issues in the area [CFG-7].   
The lack of connection between the RMF and the CRG was also recognised by 
one of the RMF focus groups in the following way:   
There is no mechanism for the CRG to work with the RMF [RFG-3].   
The need for better interaction between the RMF and CRGs and the overall role 
of the RMF was also raised by one of the MPs interviewed:   
There is not enough interaction between the RMF and the CRG.  Why 
does the RMF have to sign off on projects – this should be done by the 
CRG.  The RMF should be there to advise the CRG – the relationship 
should mirror that between a department [RMF] and a minister [CRG] 
[MPI-2].   
From the comments above, it can be seen that a key gap for the CRP governance 
arrangements was the lack of direct connection and interaction between the 
RMFs and the CRGs.  The last comment above leads into the third aspect to this 
sub-theme – the role of Members of Parliament.   
The role of Members of Parliament in the Community Renewal Program 
MPs for the areas targeted by the CRP were assigned a clear role by the Minister 
for Housing whereby they were asked to review all proposals for funding in their 
electorate prior to recommendations being made to the Minister.  A total of six 
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MPs were interviewed (a number of MPs had several Community Renewal areas 
within their electorates).   
Several MPs raised concerns about the role of the RMFs and indicated they saw 
their role, in various ways, as a facilitating mechanism between the community 
and the public sector, as advocates for the community or as a check on the 
processes used by the CRP.  For example one of the MPs described how he kept 
public servants in check:   
The RMF has used the CRG as a lobbying exercise and intimidation for 
pet projects … I had to head off the lobbying … the RMF shouldn’t be 
setting the agenda but should be providing advice and response [MPI-4].   
For others, they described their role in terms of an advocacy function for the local 
community:   
Being an advocate for the community and a bridge between it and the 
bureaucrats to ensure community views are heard [MPI-3] 
The local MP needs to play a strong leadership and advocate role 
particularly within the government itself [MPI-5].   
Others saw their role as being less direct but still focused on the local 
community’s interest and to ensure that the proper process had been undertaken:   
As the local MP, there should not be a direct involvement.  Community 
Renewal should come from the community and be adopted by local 
people.  It is not about dropping in solutions but rather an empowerment 
exercise for the community [MPI-1].   
Role of the MP is to be a balance and check on the process rather than 
the content of the proposals.  MPs don’t need to be saying yes or no to 
projects – even where I might personally disagree with a particular 
project, if it had the backing of the CRG and the process was good, then I 
would never reject it [MPI-2].   
The above MP went on to describe an example of how a particular Councillor 
from local government sought to stack the CRG meeting.  He indicated his role 
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as the MP was to advise the Minister that the process was not appropriate and the 
project should not be supported [MPI-2].   
Several MPs saw the CRGs as important mechanisms for shaping public sector 
service delivery more closely to local requirements in the face of perceived 
bureaucratic insensitivity.  Two MPs saw it as  
… essential for communities to first set their priorities through the CAPs, 
and only after this for regional managers, as a group, to prioritise 
proposed projects [MPI-5].   
Community Renewal is a model for how government should work – the 
community should be given more control over how government spends 
money in their areas [MPI-2].   
In summary, the role of MPs in the CRP was an important one but there was a 
high degree of variety in how different MPs saw their role.  Some were more 
hands-on than others but all recognised the importance of Community Renewal 
for the areas it targeted.   
The following section provides an analysis of the CRG survey which confirms a 
number of the issues raised in the focus groups and interviews.   
Analysis of Community Reference Group survey 
This section provides an analysis of the results from the CRG survey.  A copy of 
the survey is provided in Appendix 2.  The CRG survey was designed by the 
researcher with two key aims.  First, a series of demographic questions were 
asked to enable an analysis of how ‘representative’ the composition of the CRGs 
were compared to the broader community.  The demographic questions were 
drawn from ABS Census of Population and Housing questions which would 
allow a comparison with the ABS Census data for each suburb.  The second aim 
of the survey was to capture the views of CRG members about the functioning of 
these Groups as a key mechanism for The CRP.   
A total of nine of the 12 CRGs completed the survey yielding a total of 214 
responses.  The number of survey participants ranged from 12 to 38 (mean ≈ 24) 
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across the nine areas.  This section provides first a broad overview of all nine 
areas, second, at an aggregate level, an analysis of the demographic profile for 
the areas, third, an aggregate level analysis of participants’ perceptions of the 
functioning of the CRGs and, finally, an overall summary from the survey.   
Overview 
All Areas.  A total of 214 people were surveyed across all regions.  This was 
made up of 145 residents and 68 non-residents (1 not specified).  A total of 
82.2% of respondents felt that the CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much 
better’.  The most selected benefit of the CRP was ‘More services for the 
community’, with 22.6% of respondents.  The age and sex breakdown of 
participants showed a reasonably even split of males (46.6%) and females 
(53.4%) and a predominance of people in the older age groups (87.7% of 
participants aged 35 or above). 
Caboolture.  A total of 19 people were surveyed in Caboolture.  This was made 
up of 8 residents and 11 non-residents.  A total of 76.5% of respondents felt that 
the CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected benefit 
of the CRP was ‘Knowing more people in the area’, with 29.4% of respondents.  
The age and sex breakdown of participants showed fewer males (36.8%) than 
females (63.2%) and a predominance of people in the older age groups (89.5% of 
participants aged 35 or above). 
Deception Bay.  A total of 38 people were surveyed in Deception Bay.  This was 
made up of 26 residents and 12 non-residents.  A total of 93.8% of respondents 
felt that the CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected 
benefits of the CRP were ‘Knowing more people in the area’ and ‘Bringing 
different groups together, each with 22.9% of respondents.  The age and sex 
breakdown of participants showed a higher proportion of males (62.9%) than 
females (37.1%) and a predominance of people in the older age groups (94.4% of 
participants aged 35 or above). 
Eagleby.  A total of 12 people were surveyed in Eagleby.  This was made up of 
seven residents and five non-residents.  A total of 80.0% of respondents felt that 
the CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected benefit 
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of the CRP was ‘More services for the community’, with 33.3% of respondents.  
The age and sex breakdown of participants showed fewer males (25.0%) than 
females (75.0%) and a reasonably even spread of age (50.0% less than 35 years 
old and 50.0% aged 35 or above). 
Goodna/Gailes.  A total of 25 people were surveyed in Goodna/Gailes.  This was 
made up of 17 residents and seven non-residents (one not specified).  A total of 
90.9% of respondents felt that the CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much 
better’.  The most selected benefit of the CRP was ‘Making the area look better’, 
with 33.3% of respondents.  The age and sex breakdown of participants showed 
fewer males (37.5%) than females (62.5%) and a predominance of people in the 
older age groups (88.0% of participants aged 35 or above). 
Kingston.  A total of 20 people were surveyed in Kingston.  This was made up of 
19 residents and one non-resident.  A total of 65.0% of respondents felt that the 
CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected benefit of 
the CRP was ‘Knowing more people in the area’, with 30.0% of respondents.  
The age and sex breakdown of participants showed a reasonably even split of 
males (55.0%) and females (45.0%) and a predominance of people in the older 
age groups (94.7% of participants aged 45 or above). 
Loganlea.  A total of 22 people were surveyed in Loganlea.  This was made up of 
17 residents and five non-residents.  A total of 78.9% of respondents felt that the 
CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected benefit of 
the CRP was ‘More services for the community’, with 31.8% of respondents.  
The age and sex breakdown of participants showed a reasonably even split of 
males (47.6%) and females (52.4%) and a predominance of people in the older 
age groups (95.5% of participants aged 35 or above). 
Manoora.  A total of 21 people were surveyed in Manoora.  This was made up of 
12 residents and nine non-residents.  A total of 73.7% of respondents felt that the 
CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected benefit of 
the CRP was ‘Bringing different groups together’, with 28.6% of respondents.  
The age and sex breakdown of participants showed a reasonably even split of 
males (47.6%) and females (52.4%) and a predominance of people in the older 
age groups (85.7% of participants aged 35 or above). 
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Riverview.  A total of 30 people were surveyed in Riverview.  This was made up 
of 20 residents and 10 non-residents.  A total of 76.9% indicated that the CRP 
had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected benefit of the 
CRP was ‘Knowing more people in the area’, with 23.3% of respondents.  The 
age and sex breakdown of participants showed fewer males (37.9%) than females 
(62.1%) and a predominance of people in the older age groups (86.7% of 
participants aged 35 or above).   
Woodridge.  A total of 27 people were surveyed in Woodridge.  This was made 
up of 19 residents and eight non-residents.  A total of 92.3% of respondents felt 
that the CRP had made their area ‘better’ or ‘much better’.  The most selected 
benefit of the CRP was ‘Having a say in government decisions’, with 33.3% of 
respondents.  The age and sex breakdown of participants showed a reasonably 
even split of males (51.9%) and females (48.1%) and a predominance of people 
in the older age groups (81.5% of participants aged 35 or above).   
Demographic Profile 
The following figures provide a descriptive analysis at an aggregate level (across 
all renewal areas) of the demographic profile of CRG respondents to the survey.   
Figure 9: Residential Status 
 
Of the 213 people surveyed in total, 145 (68.1%) were residing in the 
Community Renewal area that they were involved with, while 68 (31.9%) were 
involved in a non-resident capacity.  One respondent did not indicate whether or 
not they were resident in the Community Renewal area.   
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Figure 10: Length of Residence 
 
Of the 145 residents involved across the various local communities, 4 (2.8%) had 
lived in their area for less than a year, 32 (22.1%) for between 1 and 5 years and 
109 (75.2%) had lived in their community for more than 5 years. 
Figure 11: Non-resident breakdown 
 
Of the 68 non-residents involved in the various CRP groups, 21 (30.9%) were 
community workers, 10 (14.7%) were local government workers, 26 (38.2%) 
were state government workers, 3 (4.4%) were elected representatives and 8 
(11.8%) responded ‘other’.   
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Figure 12: Community renewal and total community population by age 
 
The majority of people surveyed across all CRP areas were in the middle to 
upper age categories.  Overall, 4 respondents (1.9%) were younger than 20 years, 
5 (2.4%) were between 20 and 24 years old, 17 (8.1%) were between 25 and 34 
years, 46 (21.8%) were between 35 and 44 years, 59 (28.0%) were aged between 
45 and 54 years, 47 (22.3%) were between 55 and 64 years old, 29 (13.7%) were 
between 65 and 74 years and 4 (1.9%) were older than 75.  This age distribution 
is quite different to the population distribution recorded in these areas during the 
1996 census.  The census data is skewed further towards the younger age groups, 
peaking in the 25 to 34 year old range.   
Figure 13: Proportion ATSI, Community Renewal and Total Community 
 
Across all communities, the proportion of ATSI people participating in the CRP 
(4.8% – 10 out of 207) was very similar to the proportion of people living in the 
CRP areas that were ATSI (4.7%). 
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Figure 14: Proportion of culturally and linguistically diverse background 
 
Of the 210 respondents who answered this question across all communities, 8 
(3.8%) spoke a language other than English at home.  This was markedly smaller 
the results of the 1996 census, where 12.6% of the combined areas’ population 
spoke a language other than English at home. 
Functioning of Community Reference Groups 
Figure 15: Meeting Attendance 
 
Across all renewal communities, there were 132 respondents (62.3%) who 
attended every meeting of their Community Reference Group, 30 respondents 
(14.2%) who attended meetings every two months, 15 (7.1%) who attended 
meetings every 3 – 4 months and 35 (16.5%) who were attending their first 
meeting.  2 respondents did not answer this question. 
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Figure 16: Number of Attendees 
 
As seen in Figure 16, across all renewal communities, there were five (3.0%) 
respondents who thought that less than five people were usually present at the 
CRG meetings, 11 (6.6%) respondents who thought that between 5 and 10 people 
usually attended, 71 (42.8%) who believed that there were usually between 11 
and 20 attendees and 79 (47.6%) who thought that more than 20 people were 
usually at the meetings.  Across all renewal communities, 48 respondents failed 
to answer this question.   
Figure 17: Time Spent per Week on Community Renewal Activities 
 
Across all renewal communities, 80 respondents (40.4%) spent less than 2 hours 
per week on CRP activities, 66 (33.3%) spent between 2 and 5 hours per week, 
30 (15.2%) spent between 6 and 15 hours per week, 10 (5.1%) spent between 16 
and 30 hours per week and 12 (6.1%) spent in excess of 30 hours per week.  16 
respondents across all renewal communities failed to answer this question. 
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Figure 18: Involvement in other organisations or groups 
 
Across all renewal communities 171 respondents (79.9%) were involved in other 
organisations or groups in their respective areas, while 43 (20.1%) were not.   
Of the 171 respondents involved in other groups across all renewal communities, 
21 were involved in parents and citizens organisations, 30 in sporting clubs, 9 in 
political organisations, 45 in church groups, 65 in Neighbourhood Watch, 46 in 
welfare groups, 34 in cultural groups and 78 in ‘other’ groups.   
Figure 19: Clarity of Community Reference Group’s role 
 
Across all renewal communities, 177 (84.7%) respondents were clear about the 
role of the Community Reference Group, while 28 (13.4%) were not sure and 4 
(1.9%) were not clear.  A total of five respondents did not answer this question.   
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Figure 20: Agenda is clear at the start of a meeting 
 
When asked whether they were clear on what needed to be discussed at the start 
of each meeting, 62 respondents (31.0%) across all renewal communities said 
‘always’, 103 (51.5%) said ‘mostly’, 27 (13.5%) said ‘sometimes’, four (2.0%) 
said ‘not often and four (2.0%) said ‘never’.  There were 14 respondents who 
failed to answer this question. 
Figure 21: Meetings Are Well Run 
 
When asked whether they thought the CRG meetings were well run, 59 
respondents (30.6%) from across all renewal communities said ‘always’, 104 
(53.9%) said ‘mostly’, 21 (10.9%) said ‘sometimes’, five (2.6%) said ‘not often’ 
and four (2.1%) said ‘never’.  There were 21 respondents who failed to answer 
this question. 
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Figure 22: Everyone Gets Their Say 
 
When asked whether they thought everyone got their say at the CRG meetings 
across all renewal communities, 68 respondents (35.2%) said ‘always’, 92 
(47.7%) said ‘mostly’, 22 (11.4%) said ‘sometimes’ and 11 (5.7%) said ‘not 
often’.  There were 21 respondents who failed to answer this question.  
Figure 23: Conflict is Handled Well 
 
When asked whether they thought disagreement and conflict were handled well 
at the CRG meetings across all renewal communities, 49 respondents (25.1%) 
said ‘always’, 109 (55.9%) said ‘mostly’, 31 (15.9%) said ‘sometimes’ and six 
(3.1%) said ‘not often’.  There were 19 respondents who failed to answer this 
question.   
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Figure 24: Effect of Community Renewal on Area 
 
Across all renewal communities, 46 respondents (24.1%) felt that the CRP had 
made their area ‘Much Better’, while 111 (58.1%) felt that the area was ‘Better’, 
28 (14.7%) responded ‘The Same’, 4 (2.1%) felt things were ‘Worse’ and 2 
(1.0%) felt things were ‘Much Worse’.  23 respondents failed to answer this 
question.   
Figure 25: Most Significant Change Due to Community Renewal 
 
When asked what they considered the most significant change due to the CRP 
was in their community, 34 respondents (17.1%) said ‘Knowing more people in 
the area’, 43 (21.6%) said ‘Bringing different groups together’, 45 (22.6%) said 
‘More services for the community’, 28 (14.1%) said ‘Making the area look 
better’, seven (3.5%) said ‘Providing jobs’, 33 (16.6%) said ‘Having a say in 
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government. decisions’, four (2.0%) said there had been no change and five 
(2.5%) said ‘other’.  Across all renewal communities, 15 people failed to answer 
this question. 
Summary of CRG survey findings 
Table 11 provides summary of the key findings from the CRG survey:   
Table 11: Summary of findings from the CRG survey 
Community Reference Groups are generally involving relatively small numbers 
of people, with most groups having a membership of around 20.   
The majority of participants of these groups were local residents (68%), with 
non-residents mostly coming from community organisations, state government 
departments and local councils.   
Of the residents involved in these groups, the vast majority (75%) had lived 
there for 5 years or more.   
The age of participants is dramatically skewed towards the middle and older age 
groups (65% are aged 45 years or older) while the age distribution for the 
general population was skewed towards younger age groups, peaking in the 25 
to 34 year old range.   
The gender profile of respondents and Indigenous representation was similar to 
that of the general population across all renewal areas, however, involvement by 
people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds was markedly 
smaller than that for the general population.   
The vast majority of those involved (80%) were also involved in other 
organisations or groups in their area (including Neighbourhood Watch, church 
groups, Parents and Citizens associations, welfare groups, cultural groups).   
60% of respondents spend 2 hours or more per week on Community Renewal 
activities, including 11% spending 16 hours or more per week.   
Generally, survey respondents considered CRG meetings to be well run.  At 
least 80% indicated that they were clear about the role of the CRG, that the 
agenda was always or mostly clear, that everyone gets to have a say always or 
mostly and that conflict was always or mostly always well managed.  However, 
community workers were less likely than other groups to be clear of the role of 
the CRG.   
However, it appears that those who attend meetings regularly (every meeting or 
every two months) may be less likely to consider the meetings ‘always’ or 
‘mostly’ well run.  Only 6% of people who were either attending their first 
meeting or who came every 3-4 meetings did not consider meetings always or 
mostly well run.  On the other hand, 18% who came to all or most meetings did 
not think that meetings were ‘always’ or ‘mostly’ well run.   
When asked what they considered the most significant change in their area due 
to Community Renewal, almost 40% indicated either ‘Bringing different groups 
together’ (21.6%) or ‘Knowing more people in the area’ (17.1%), whilst 16.6% 
said ‘Having a say in government decisions’.   
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Within-case sub-units of analysis 
This section provides the within-case sub-units of analysis and examines 
differences in views and perspectives of the Community Reference Group focus 
group participants across all renewal areas and the views and perspectives of 
government participants from the Regional Managers’ Forum focus groups and 
interviews.   
Tables 12 and 13 below provide an overview of some of the key issues raised 
across both these groups.  The issues identified in these tables are indicative 
rather than comprehensive, highlighting some areas where there are important 
differences.  From Table 12 it can be seen, as discussed previously, that the 
majority of the CRG focus groups indicated that through the CRG the community 
got to have a say and that the CRP has brought people together.  All of the CRG 
focus groups acknowledged there was a need to achieve a broader membership of 
the CRG through either better participation of young people (five CRG focus 
groups), better participation of Indigenous people (six of the focus groups) or 
more involvement from other cultural groups (two focus groups).  Four of the 
seven CRG focus groups acknowledged the need for greater accountability back 
to the broader community.  The majority of the focus groups also discussed the 
need to improve relationships with decision-makers and/or to increase the 
influence of CRG.   
However, only two of the CRG focus groups raised the issue of the need for 
skills development for CRG members and even then it was not a strong sub-
theme (indicated in Tables 12 and 13 by ?).  This was in contrast to the RMF 
focus groups and government officer interviews.  From Table 13 it can be seen 
that the knowledge, skills and leadership capability of community members was 
a strong concern of government participants.  Table 12 also shows that the 
majority of CRG focus groups indicated a degree of ‘tension’ with government 
officers (such as a ‘them-and-us mentality’ referred to above).  In contrast, Table 
13 shows that three of the RMF focus groups considered they had good relations 
with the CRG.  The lack of a mechanism for the CRGs and RMFs to regularly 
come together may provide some explanation for this discrepancy in perspective.   
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Table 12: Issues identified by community or CRG members 
Issue Identified by 
community or CRG 
members  
CFG-1 CFG-2 CFG-3 CFG-4 CFG-5 CFG-6 CFG-7 
Community Reference 
Group operating       
-- 
Through CRG 
community gets to 
have a say 
  --    -- 
Community Renewal 
has brought people 
together 
--      -- 
Broader membership 
required        
Need for greater 
accountability back to 
community  
-- --     -- 
Need to improve 
relationship with 
decision-makers/ 
increase influence of 
CRG 
 --    --  
Community members 
need skills 
development to 
participate better 
-- -- -- ? ? -- -- 
Tensions in 
relationship with 
RMF/government 
--     --  
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Table 13: Issues identified by RMF/government staff 
Issue identified by 
RMF/ government staff 
RFG-1 RFG-2 RFG-3 
 
RFG-4 RFG-5 Other* 
Good relations with CRG/ 
community   
--  -- -- 
Community members 
need training/capacity 
building 
 --     
Government workers 
need training to work 
better with community. 
-- ? -- -- --  
RMF role is not clear and 
still developing 
--   -- -- -- 
CR has improved 
agencies working 
together 
--      
Better resources and 
recognition required from 
head offices 
  --   -- 
* Other refers to interviews with government officers or MPs.   
Key:   indicates an issue was explicitly raised in a focus group 
 -- indicates an issue was not explicitly raised in a focus group 
 ? indicates an issue was not a strong theme raised in a focus group.   
 
 
205 
 
Table 13 also shows the span of issues identified by RMF focus groups and 
government officer interviews was quite different.  This difference is indicated 
by government participants discussing issues such as how the CRP has improved 
agencies working together and the need for better resources and recognition from 
their head offices.  These types of issues were clearly not raised in the CRG focus 
groups and underscore the concern by government participants about the need for 
community members to have a better understanding of ‘how government works’.   
Interestingly, only one of the RMF focus groups raised the issue of government 
workers needing training to work better with the local community, although this 
was not a strong sub-theme.  There was some acknowledgement that the CRP 
staff ‘have stood outside normal practices of government officers’ [RFG-1].  That 
comment could indicate a tacit recognition of the need for government officers to 
do things differently (‘stand outside normal practices of government officers’) in 
order to successfully work with local communities.   
Summary – community participation in Community Renewal 
From the secondary analysis above, it can be seen that the notion of community 
participation in the governance architecture of the CRP was complex, 
multifaceted and, in many respects, problematic.  The primary vehicle for 
community participation in the program, the Community Reference Groups, was 
an important innovation for a government program whereby local residents (and 
others) in renewal areas were given a direct say in program implementation 
through these groups.  Despite there being many positive aspects to participation 
in the CRGs, it was also clear that were a number of issues involved in achieving 
genuine community participation in government programmatic decision-making.  
These issues included the extent to which these groups had links to the broader 
community, perceived limitations with the knowledge, skills and leadership 
capabilities within the groups and issues with the links between these groups and 
government.  However, it was also clear that locally-based CRP staff played an 
important role in offsetting or mediating these limitations to a certain extent.   
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LOCAL-LEVEL PLANNING IN THE COMMUNITY RENEWAL 
PROGRAM 
The second overarching theme to emerge from the secondary analysis was the 
local-level planning or community action planning  in the CRP implementation.  
It is not surprising that community action planning emerged as a significant 
overarching theme as the CRP had put its major planning effort into the 
production of Community Action Plans (CAPs) for local renewal areas.  The 
CAPs were intended to be an effective and inclusive tool for getting agreement 
on local priorities and directions for implementation and as a way of promoting 
local ownership of initiatives.   
Two key sub-themes emerged from the secondary analysis of this overarching 
theme.  First, there were differing perspectives on the quality of CAPs.  Second, 
there were concerns about the extent to which the CAPs could facilitate links to 
other government agencies’ priorities and budgets.   
This section begins by providing a brief overview of the CAPs in terms of both a 
process and a product and then goes on to explore each of the two sub-themes in 
detail.   
Overview of Community Action Plans 
Early in the establishment of the program, the Department of Housing produced a 
framework paper as a guide for the development of CAPs for each of the local 
renewal areas (Department of Housing, 1999).  The framework was intended to 
encourage wide participation, in particular of community members, and to 
produce a CAP for each of the renewal areas that could be used to focus attention 
on the key concerns affecting the particular community and coordinate the future 
actions and allocation of resources of all relevant parties or stakeholders around 
these priorities.   
The standard approach to developing local CAPs was via a CRP grant to the 
appropriate local government which engaged a consultant to prepare the plan 
(except for the three Ipswich action plans which were prepared in-house by 
Ipswich City Council).  The average cost for these consultancies was 
approximately $53,000.  Each planning project was based on a project brief 
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outlining tasks to be undertaken by engaged consultants, project outputs and 
timelines for the work (Walsh & Butler, 2002).   
The community action planning framework did not specify the nature of the 
issues to be included in the plan.  Instead it offered a list of potential 
interventions that could be considered, depending on local circumstances.  The 
list was deliberately a broad one to demonstrate the capacity of plans to include 
almost any form of intervention considered to be useful.  As a result, the 
consultants’ project briefs were allowed a broad scope.  Table 14 below provides 
an overview of the list of action fields/categories and the number of actions in 
each of these categories for each renewal area.   
The wide scope of the CAPs was mirrored in the large range of issues, objectives, 
strategies and actions that each of the action plans contained.  The number of 
priority issues identified varied from six non-specific issues in one area (for 
example ‘high levels of unemployment’) to 52 more detailed but unranked issues 
for another area (for example ‘inadequate footpaths’) (Walsh & Butler, 2002).   
All the plans had specified objectives, which ranged in number from six for one 
area to 138 for another.  Some of the action plans did not contain any over-
arching strategies, while one action plan had 45.  Table 14 shows that the 
numbers of actions ranged from 23 for one action plan to 462 in another.   
All of the action plans identified a variety of sources of information from which 
the issues were derived.  The most common sources were consultations with the 
local community and public sector informants as well as document reviews.  In 
some cases, information about issues was also collected by participant 
observation, analysis of community profiles and interactions with service 
providers.  Apart from ABS statistics, little use was made of secondary source 
data available from government agencies (Walsh & Butler, 2002).   
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Table 14: Scope of actions in Community Action Plans – all renewal areas 
Action Field Caboolture Deception 
Bay 
Eagleby Goodna Inala Kingston Leichhardt Loganlea Manoora Riverview Woodridge 
Community safety  21 18 8 12 16 8 7 4 155 13 6 
Economic development 19 25   5 5   26   
Housing provision 38 40 10  8 7   109  3 
Community facilities and 
services 
12  15 11 6 6 9 4 26 6 3 
Social, cultural and 
community development 
8 61 8  13  3 2 26 14  
Sport and recreation  13 5  8 2 1 3 14  3 
Open space and parkland 10 9 6 3 18 3 1     
Access and mobility 20 18 21 3 9 6 4 4  2 4 
Transport and traffic 4 23 14 6 10  2  4 3  
Land use and urban design  16   2      4 
Natural environment  4 7 2  5 2  26 3  
Physical infrastructure         12 4  
Community Profile/image   8 12  9 6  8 10 2 
Education, employment and 
training 
21 2 39 10 7 7 5 6 16 5 6 
Young people 28      2    4 
Substance use and abuse      7      
Planning and coordination     14    40   
Total Actions 181 229 141 59 116 65 42 23 462 60 35 
Source: Walsh and Butler (2002).   
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From this overview it is not surprising that there were some concerns identified 
in the secondary analysis of the focus group and interview data.  In particular, 
there were a range of perspectives on the quality of the CAPs.  This sub-theme is 
explored next.   
Quality of Community Action Plans 
There were various perspectives on the quality and usefulness of the CAPs in 
terms of their ability to guide local renewal implementation.  On the one hand, 
CRG members were generally supportive of the CAPs as reflected in the 
following comments:   
The CAP document is an excellent blueprint for all the things the 
community wants to happen in [the area], and offers an action plan for 
state and local government activity in [the area].  There was lots of 
consultation in development of the CAP and it’s something that is owned 
by the local community – an accurate record of what happened [CFG-3].   
Because the CAPs are comprehensive they have been well used in 
shaping proposals for Community Renewal funding [CFG-5].   
On balance, the view of community members who were directly involved with 
the preparation of CAPs was that the plans had made a good job of representing 
the issues and views of the community.  Further, the documents were seen by 
CRG members as playing an important role in providing an agenda for action in 
the area.  This is also not surprising.  From the documentary analysis undertaken 
as part of the original research it was clear that most people or interests closely 
involved in developing the plans had got something out of them, as few 
community concerns were omitted (Walsh & Butler, 2002).   
However, CRG members did not provide unqualified support for the CAPs 
themselves and/or the process for their development.  Concerns were raised about 
the high number of actions identified or the high level at which issues were 
identified.   
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The CAP has hundreds of actions in it and [the CRG] is currently 
prioritising which actions are immediate needs and which are longer 
term [CFG-3].   
The Community Action Plan for [this area] was a reasonable 
representation of community views but only at a fairly high level.  This 
has meant that further development of the Plan was needed to put more 
detail around the issues [CFG-2].   
The need for further work on the CAPs reinforced the ongoing role of the CRGs 
to develop these plans in a meaningful way.   
The Community Action Plan for [this area] did a good job of representing 
the issues and views of the community, but only because of the 
Community Reference Group workshops organised by the [CRP local 
staff member] after the consultants had finished [CFG-2].   
The use of different consultants in each renewal area to prepare the local CAP – 
without a common methodology or approach to do this – had meant that the 
quality of CAPs across the renewal communities varied widely.  A number of the 
CRGs expressed some frustration with the use of consultants to prepare the 
CAPs, as indicated in the following comments:   
In [this area] the consultant who is doing the CAP is not listening to us.  
What the CRG says they want, is not being written down in the 
consultant’s report.  We got a copy of this report and half the information 
in it was wrong, there was reference to groups in there that didn’t exist 
and data from five years ago or more that was simply no longer right 
[CFG-4].   
Community action plans have captured most of the key issues for the 
communities, but the need to build the capacities of people was not given 
sufficient recognition by the consultants [CFG-5].   
The initial CAP was done before the CRG was formed and hence there 
was no direct accountability to the community or a structured way for the 
community to have on-going input into the process.  The consultants 
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should have answered to a Steering Committee consisting of community 
representatives and other stakeholders to give direction [CFG-2].   
CRG members’ frustration with the consultants used to prepare the CAPs was 
also reflected by one MP who noted: The consultants made a mess of the process 
[MPI-2].   
Whilst CRG members were generally positive about the CAPs (albeit with some 
frustrations as noted above), other stakeholders were more critical.  For example 
one of the NGO focus groups in an area where the CRG was very supportive of 
the CAP had a very divergent view:   
The CAP has been of limited usefulness in selecting projects for 
development and funding.  It is difficult for community members to read, 
so perhaps another simpler summary is needed for community 
distribution [NFG-1].   
Too many actions are high priority [NFG-1].   
Government officers through the focus groups and interviews also raised serious 
concerns about the CAPs.  The main focus of these concerns was that the CAPs 
did not sufficiently link to other government agencies.  This issue is explored 
next.   
Link to other government agencies 
A major set of concerns for government officers was that the CAPs did not 
sufficiently link to other government agencies in terms of those agencies’ 
strategic priorities and in particular with their budget cycles.  This lack of linkage 
meant that the CRP as a high profile government program was not tapping into 
other agencies’ programs and potential funding sources to support initiatives 
identified in the CAPs.  This was reflected in the following comments:   
The CAPs need to be tightened up to have a narrower and more effective 
focus.  The CAP process needs to be in line with strategic and operational 
planning and budget cycles of different agencies.  If the CAP does not line 
up with agencies budget cycles it makes it difficult to get these agencies to 
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commit themselves to initiatives in Community Renewal areas.  There 
needs to be a lead time for the CAP to enable this to happen [GOI-11].   
This government officer was closely involved with the CRP implementation 
across a number of areas and was attempting to ‘synchronise’ particular program 
he was responsible for in another department to CRP.  He went on to say:   
The guidelines need to be refined.  It needs to be clearer what Community 
Renewal is aiming to do in a local area, rather than trying to be all things 
to all people.  There should be a tightly knitted set of objectives for an 
area and then use a place management approach to implementation 
[GOI-11].   
The frustration with the lack of links to other government agencies was also 
expressed in RMF focus groups as follows:   
Consultations for the CAP raised community expectations that became 
incorporated into the document as actions, even though they are not 
supported by [our] agency commitments or funds [RFG-3].   
There was an inherent tension through these discussions between local area 
planning and central (head office) resource allocation processes.  The budgeting 
and accountability mechanisms in government departments (usually managed 
centrally) did not facilitate an area approach.  One of the RMF focus groups 
[RFG-1] gave an example of an ‘innovative’ project that had been trialled with 
CRP funds with a commitment from the regional manager of another government 
agency to pick up the funding through the other department’s mainstream 
funding if successful.  However, the funding approval was ‘knocked on the head’ 
when sent through to the head office of that department [RFG-1].   
Another very senior government officer discussed the challenge of a ‘place-
based’ approach posed by the CRP in the following terms:   
The fundamental policy issue here is how do we get a more sustainable 
and systematic approach to ‘place’ … how do existing resources and new 
resources [such as that available through Community Renewal] be 
better configured at the local area level [original emphasis GOI-3].   
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He went on to discuss how there was a concentration of services (both 
government and non-government) in one of the renewal areas that he was 
particularly familiar with and that these services could be better ‘configured’ to 
more effectively meet local needs.  By ‘better configured’, this officer meant that 
services could be better integrated and work more collaboratively together to 
address local needs.  This could be achieved through a process of local area 
planning offered by the CRP.   
These discussions with government officers highlighted a key weakness of the 
CAPs – the CAPs had not taken sufficient account of the flow of existing 
resources by government into each renewal area.  Without some mapping of 
existing resources within the areas, achieving integration with other programs 
and services was made more difficult.  It was often the case that significant 
activity was already happening in renewal areas across both government and non-
government agencies and this needed to be recognised before decisions were 
taken about what else was needed.   
These discussions have also highlighted some differences in perspective between 
stakeholders.   
Within-case sub-units of analysis 
From the discussion above, it can be seen that there were some significant 
differences between the perspectives of CRG members and those of government 
offices.  CRG members were generally supportive of the CAPs as both a process 
and a product, although, as noted already, there were some frustrations.  From 
their perspective, they had a sense of ownership of the CAPs, having been 
involved in their preparation.  The CAPs had captured many of the issues raised 
in community consultations and they saw the CRG as having an important role in 
further refining the CAPs.   
On the other hand, government officers were much more critical of the CAPs, 
particularly in terms of the lack of links with other agencies’ priorities and budget 
cycles.  There was also criticism that the CAPs were too broad and contained too 
many actions.   
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The lack of links in the CAPs to government agencies was clearly not an issue 
raised in the CRG focus groups.  CRG members were mostly not familiar with 
government agency planning and budgeting processes and this was reflected in 
comments from the community participation theme about the need for CRG 
members to be able to better work with government.   
Summary – Local Planning in the Community Renewal Program 
Community action planning, as both a product and a process, was an important 
aspect of the implementation of the CRP in each of the local renewal areas.  As a 
product, the CAPs were intended to be a key vehicle to focus on locally identified 
priorities and to inform the allocation of CRP funding.  As a process, the 
development and preparation of the CAPs were intended to build local ownership 
of the CRP by stakeholders, especially local residents and community members.   
However, there were also some significant problems.  The quality of the CAPs 
varied considerably.  Whilst CRG participants were generally supportive of the 
CAPs, they also expressed frustrations about the number of actions identified 
and/or the high level or abstract nature of some of the issues identified.  The use 
of different consultants across the renewal areas without a common methodology 
exacerbated the variable quality of the CAPs.   
On the other hand, government officers in the RMF focus groups and individual 
interviews were much more critical of the CAPs as both a product and a process.  
A key issue here was the lack of linkage with other government programs and 
agencies planning and budgetary processes.  This had implications for the 
funding and resource allocation process for the CRP and this issue is the focus of 
the third overarching theme.   
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RESOURCE ALLOCATION AND FUNDING IN THE COMMUNITY 
RENEWAL PROGRAM 
The third overarching theme to emerge from the secondary analysis was funding 
and resource allocation issues in Community Renewal.  Once again, it is not 
surprising that issues of funding and resource allocation would emerge as a 
significant over-arching theme – there were substantial amounts of ‘untied’ 
funding allocated to each renewal area to undertake appropriate renewal projects.   
There were three key sub-themes that emerged from this analysis.  First, there 
were major concerns expressed about the complex and convoluted nature of CRP 
funding processes.  Second, there were concerns about the extent to which CRP 
funding had been ‘captured’ by other agencies, particularly by local councils but 
also by other government agencies.  Third, there were a number of tensions that 
emerged in terms of funding priorities and the types of projects that should be 
funded.  Each of these sub-themes are linked.   
This section begins by providing a brief overview of the funding and resource 
allocation process in the CRP and then goes on to explore each of the three sub-
themes in detail.   
Overview of funding in the Community Renewal Program 
A significant component of the CRP implementation involved the funding of a 
range of projects and activities in each renewal area to improve quality of life for 
local residents and to address priority issues and needs identified through local 
planning.  As at the end of June 2001, a total of $34.9 million of funding had 
been approved for 338 projects across the 12 renewal areas16.  That is, each 
renewal area was allocated approximately $3 million over three years as untied 
funding (Walsh & Butler, 2002).   
Because the funds for the program were appropriated through the Consolidated 
Fund in the State Budget process, there was considerable flexibility in how the 
funds could be applied.  This was one of the significant strengths of the program 
as well as a unique feature in program funding arrangements generally – it 
                                                             
16 A further $2.95 million of the budgeted funds had been allocated for administration of the Program 
within the Department of Housing over the period 1998-99 to 2000-01 (Walsh & Butler, 2002).   
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provided the potential for program funds to be directed to community defined 
solutions for locally identified needs.  The guidelines for the program indicated 
that:   
… the funding earmarked for Community Renewal is not dedicated to any 
singular type of activity.  The scale of funding means there is scope for 
significant capital works expenditure in the Program.  But the funding is 
also intended to support and enhance existing and new services and 
activities, which can clearly address the objectives of the Program 
(Department of Housing, 1998: 3).   
The guidelines provided examples of the types of activities that could be 
considered for funding and indicated that, where possible, opportunities would be 
sought to combine program funds with other sources of government funds.   
Figure 3 from Chapter Two provided an indication of the distribution of CRP 
funding across all renewal areas in terms of broad categories of funding over the 
period 1998-2001.  This included neighbourhood amenity type projects (31%), 
community services projects (19%), community facilities (13%), sport and 
recreation (8%), employment and training projects (8%), community safety 
projects (6%), community engagement projects (5%), arts and cultural 
development projects (2%) and other projects not elsewhere classified (8%).   
The program guidelines (Department of Housing, 1998) also set out a number of 
‘funding principles’ which emphasised the importance of the CAPs to guide 
funding allocation and the significant role intended for the CRGs in the decision-
making process for funding submissions and proposals.  Another key principle 
related to ‘funding substitution’ in other agencies, specifically:   
… Community Renewal funding should not be used to fund core business 
of other State Government Departments, nor top up the funds for any 
existing programs.  Only innovative programs that address issues of 
hardship in the targeted communities, and cross boundaries of 
government portfolios will be considered for funding (Department of 
Housing, 1998: 4).   
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The process for assessing project submissions was a complex and multi-layered 
one.  Funding proposals for the CRP had to first receive endorsement from the 
relevant local CRG and the RMF for the area.  Following this, submissions were 
assessed by central program staff (in Head Office, Brisbane) according to a set of 
criteria (including, among other things, the extent there was a ‘fit’ with the CAPs 
and capacity to complement existing programs of state agencies and local 
councils).  All submissions, including those recommended for funding, were then 
sent to the local MP for comment and endorsement.  Once these comments had 
been received, a funding package was then prepared for the Minister’s 
consideration and decision.   
Given the multiple ‘hoops’ that funding proposals were required to jump through, 
it is not surprising that the complex or convoluted nature of the funding process 
emerged as a key sub-theme in the analysis.   
Complex nature of Community Renewal funding process 
The complex or convoluted nature of CRP funding processes was a sub-theme 
that emerged in all five of the RMF focus groups, four of the community focus 
groups (two CRG focus groups and two NGO focus groups) and in two of the 
interviews with government officers.  There were two aspects to this sub-theme.  
The first aspect was the timeliness or timeframes with CRP funding.  The second 
aspect was the lack of transparency in the funding process.   
Timeliness of Community Renewal funding 
Because CRP funding proposals had to go through multiple layers of assessment 
and approval, the time between proposals being submitted and final approval by 
the Minister could be quite extended.  This was particularly a concern raised by 
government officers in the focus groups and interviews.  Comments highlighting 
the frustration with the timeliness of CRP funding included the following:   
Timeframes for funding are a problem … Community Renewal funding 
takes a long time to go through all the hoops … delays have a big impact 
on trust [RFG-4].   
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Generally, the Community Renewal process is taking too long – needs to 
be more realistic timeframes for the program.  Assessment process is too 
bureaucratic and too broadly focused – need a stronger focus where 
fewer things might be done but done well – leaving an imprint in the area 
[GOI-11].   
Delays in the release of funds because of administrative problems have 
impacted on the time-scales of projects [RFG-5].   
There’s too much bureaucracy … too many steps [in the funding process] 
… it took the RMF a long time to understand the process [RFG-2].   
Community Renewal funding processes have been tortuous [RFG-1].   
As indicated above, CRP funding proposals required assessment and 
endorsement both bureaucratically (at a local level by the RMFs and centrally by 
CRP head office staff) and politically (by local MPs and by the Minister).  This 
was quite an unusual process which other government programs were not 
required to undertake.  The importance of this ‘double-barrelled’ process 
(bureaucratic and political approval) was highlighted by one key government 
officer in another department as a key reason for the delays in funding and a 
major impediment in linking with related programs in his department:   
Community Renewal is a more political and bureaucratic process which 
can slow things down and take a considerable amount of time – up to six 
months to jump through all the hoops.  This has meant that at times 
Community Renewal has missed the boat – [our program] places can be 
allocated but finish by the time Community Renewal takes hold in an area 
[GOI-11].   
The issue of the CRP’s links to other government agencies’ funding programs is 
explored in greater depth below as another key sub-theme.   
The complexity of CRP funding processes also meant that there were concerns 
about the degree of transparency in the process.   
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Lack of transparency in Community Renewal funding process 
As indicated above, CRP funding processes were multi-levelled extending from 
local to regional to central (head office) levels.  From the analysis, key concerns 
were about the lack of transparency of the funding process, lack of feedback 
loops particularly from central levels to other levels and a perception that MPs 
for the areas had a potential veto over project proposals.  Indicative comments 
across different stakeholder groups included the following:   
Community Renewal funding processes are not open and transparent and 
it seems MPs have a power to veto projects, even if they are supported by 
the local community and [the CRG] … When projects recommended by 
[the CRG] do not receive funding, we’re told that the proposal was 
rejected by the MP, but we are not told why it was vetoed, and there is no 
opportunity for discussion with Housing as to why [CFG-3].   
Community Renewal funding processes and decision-making needs to be 
more visible and transparent, perhaps through use of means such as 
annual reports noting achievements and use of funds [GOI-4].   
This funding process is regarded as very opaque, and the right of the 
local State Member getting the opportunity to veto projects at this stage is 
questioned [NFG-2].   
Related to the issue of lack of transparency was an issue about the lack of 
feedback loops in the CRP funding process, as pointed out in the following 
comments:   
Transparency of the funding process is needed … projects go into a black 
hole … not sure what’s happened to projects after leaving the RMF 
[RFG-2].   
There is never any feedback from Brisbane on the status of bids until they 
are eventually approved or declined.  This uncertainty could lead to the 
generation of duplicate bids because of the lack of awareness of the status 
of submissions still being considered [GOI-5].   
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… assessment processes are cumbersome with too many layers.  There is 
poor feedback on assessment outcomes and assessment processes and 
timelines are not clear and understood [NFG-1].   
However, the perception that MPs were using their right of veto over projects, 
reflected in comments from two focus groups above, was not borne out from the 
analysis of interview data with the six MPs.  Whilst MPs were certainly asked to 
endorse particular project proposals, only one MP indicated that he had actually 
‘knocked back’ a proposal because he personally disagreed with it [MPI-4].  The 
other MPs saw their role as a check on the process.  As one MP explained:   
MPs don’t need to be saying yes or no to projects – even where I 
personally disagree with a particular project, if it had the backing of the 
CRG and the process was good, then I would never reject it [MPI-2].   
As indicated above, the complex nature of CRP funding processes meant there 
were challenges for how the program could link with other government agencies.  
This is the focus of the second sub-theme.   
Links to other government agencies 
It has been noted earlier that the program guidelines for the CRP indicated that 
funding should not be used to fund core business of other state government 
departments, nor top up the funds for any existing programs.  The expectation 
was that CRP funding would link with other government programs with a focus 
on innovative projects to address hardship in the targeted areas (Department of 
Housing, 1998).   
The challenges of the CRP linking with other government agencies in terms of 
funding and resource allocation was a sub-theme raised in three of the 
community focus groups, three of the RMF focus groups and in four of the 
interviews.   
Two aspects to this sub-theme emerged from the secondary analysis.  First, there 
were concerns about the extent to which CRP funding had been ‘captured’ by 
other government agencies, including local councils.  Second, there were 
concerns about the extent to which the CRP could link with other government 
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programs to ensure sustainable, on-going funding for projects initially funded 
with the time-limited CRP money.  These two aspects are explored in detail 
below.   
‘Capture’ by other government agencies 
Concerns were expressed in two of the CRG focus groups and in several of the 
interviews with MPs and government officers that CRP funding was being 
‘captured’ by other government agencies, including local councils, to fund 
projects or activities which were the ‘core business’ of those agencies.  Here, the 
problem was that the program guidelines, as indicated earlier, had explicitly 
stated that ‘Community Renewal funding should not be used to fund core 
business of other State Government Departments, nor top up the funds for any 
existing programs’ (Department of Housing, 1998: 4).   
Indicative comments about the issue of CRP funding being captured by other 
government agencies included the following:   
The problem is that [one particular project] is solely a Council issue with 
little or no community support and the Council simply grabbed the funds 
before the CAP was completed [CFG-4].   
… there’s also attempts to grab the money – as soon as people heard 
there was a pot of money for this area through Community Renewal.  For 
example, [one particular] service has been operating for some time in the 
area, but as soon as [another government department] heard of these 
funds, they started applying to provide the same or very similar service in 
the area but get funds for it from Community Renewal [CFG-3].   
Three of the MPs interviewed raised concerns about how other agencies, 
particularly local councils, had used or influenced CRP funding and their role in 
providing a ‘check’ on the process.   
The local councillor for the area has been grabbing hold of the agenda 
and appears to be pushing ‘pet projects’ that do not necessarily have the 
backing of local people [MPI-1].   
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… the local Council was able to ‘capitalise’ on the Program – they were 
more able to influence and direct what happened and where funds went 
[MPI-2].   
The role of the local elected member should include providing a check 
that agencies are not using Community Renewal as a substitute for their 
own programs and budgets [MPI-3].   
At least one of the government officers interviewed also raised concerns:   
Too often Community Renewal funds have been used to top-up or 
substitute for core funding of other agencies, for example, monies to 
Councils for local street works [GOI-3].   
However, it was also indicated that CRP funding had the capacity to elevate 
issues to a priority status in other government agencies.  One Regional Manager 
gave an example of where a department submitted an application for CRP 
funding to up-grade a local neighbourhood centre.  On this basis, the Regional 
Manager was able to use CRP funding as a lever to attract recurrent funding from 
her own agency for a position to staff the centre [GOI-5].  However, from the 
data analysis, this situation seemed to be an exception rather than a common 
occurrence.   
There was also something of a contradiction to the issue of ‘funding substitution’ 
for CRP.  On the one hand, there were concerns that the program should not fund 
the ‘core business’ of other agencies.  On the other hand, there was also a desire 
for other agencies to ‘pick up’ some of the on-going funding for initiatives 
commenced through the CRP.  Clearly, it would have been difficult for agencies 
to agree to an on-going role with an initiative if it did not fit somewhere within 
their core business.  The issue of sustainability of projects and initiatives funded 
by CRP was the other aspect to the sub-theme of links to other government 
agencies.   
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Links to other government programs to achieve sustainability of Community 
Renewal initiatives 
It has already been noted in the discussion of the second overarching theme of 
community action planning that a key challenge for the CRP was the lack of links 
with other agencies’ planning and budget cycles.  The lack of links in the 
planning side of this equation flowed through to concerns about the on-going 
funding of projects.   
The guidelines for the program indicated that ‘where possible opportunities will 
be sought to combine program funds with other sources, especially with existing 
agency programs’ (Department of Housing, 1998: 4).  Community Action Plans 
were envisaged as a key tool to enable this to be achieved:   
By identifying and prioritising issues requiring action, the Community 
Action Plan makes it possible for implementing agencies like government 
departments or the local council to earmark resources over time, either 
through special purpose grants or the annual budget cycle. (Department of 
Housing, 2000:4).   
The importance of CRP funds linking to other government programs was 
particularly acute for service delivery-type projects involving ‘on-the-ground’ 
workers such as community development officers, youth development officers or 
family support workers.  For example, in one of the RMF focus groups, it was 
indicated that over 50% of CRP funding in the area had been used to employ a 
number of workers in the community [RFG-4].  Here, a key concern was the 
potential ‘big bang’ effect of losing all these workers once CRP funding ran out.  
This was expressed by one government officer in interviews in the following 
way:   
[Our agency] has expressed concerns over possible withdrawal of project 
workers should funding [from CRP] be reduced or terminated.  Many 
promising projects could not be maintained without continued external 
financial support [GOI-10].   
The issue of the lack of links between the CRP and other government programs 
to ensure sustainability of funding was an issue primarily raised by government 
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officers through three of the RMF focus groups and in four of the interviews with 
MPs and officers.  One of the NGO focus groups also raised this issue.  A key 
issue raised was the need for better alignment between CRP and mainstream 
programs.  Indicative comments included the following:   
Project sustainability requires a shift from Community Renewal funding 
to mainstream funding – this raises issues about the compatibility of local 
with state-wide priorities of agencies [RFG-5].   
Valid use of funds include trialling different approaches to service 
delivery, in particular through joint arrangements, as bridging or seed 
funds for initiatives until more secure funding arrangements can be put in 
place.  This should be planned and agreed up-front at the RMF level to 
minimise the risk that follow-up funds won’t be available.  Also need 
support from central office for these arrangements [RFG-3].   
There needs to be better alignment of local and agency funding priorities 
before submissions are finalised locally to ensure matched or on-going 
funds will be available for projects if necessary [NFG-2].   
The above three quotes are similar in notion to issues raised in the discussion of 
government linkage in the second over-arching theme of community action 
planning – the need to integrate local priorities with state-wide agency priorities 
and the importance of support by the head office of these agencies.   
For some, one mechanism to achieve this alignment was for other government 
agencies to give greater priority to CRP areas in their program planning.  This 
was expressed in the following ways:   
There needs to be a way of getting departments to recognise Community 
Renewal areas as an area of Government focus across their programs.  
Discretion should be exercised in favour of Community Renewal areas 
[MPI-2].   
Agencies need to regard Community Renewal areas as an expression of a 
whole-of-government priority [RFG-1].   
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There was one example of where the CRP had successfully linked with the 
programs of another department in the area of employment.  The department 
involved had deliberately targeted its employment programs to renewal areas.  
This combined approach enabled the joint approval of projects, resulting in a 
more significant impact for both agencies.  In an interview with a senior 
government officer from that department, the comment was made that:   
Community Renewal has educated us [our department] about how to link 
in funding together to make it go further [GOI-11].   
However, as noted above, a key impediment to achieving this linkage was the 
long lead times for approval of CRP funding of projects.  In contrast, the other 
department had a much simpler and more timely process for approving projects.  
This meant that, at times, Community Renewal had ‘missed the boat – [our 
program] places can be allocated but finish by the time Community Renewal 
takes hold in an area’ [GOI-11].   
Only one of the CRG focus groups raised the issue of links between the CRP and 
mainstream programs, but it was more of a passing comment without generating 
any further discussion by the group:   
There needs to be better coordination between mainstream programs 
addressing community needs and Community Renewal processes [CFG-
2].   
One of the MPs interviewed raised concerns about whether the CRP should be 
funding projects that required recurrent funding from other departments:   
Some of the projects proposed appear to be ridiculous.  They often 
involve recurrent funding which raises concerns about what happens 
when the funding runs out.  In this sense, a number of projects seem to be 
‘hijacked’ by departments as a top up for their own funding [MPI-1].   
The concern about what types of projects should be funded by the CRP flows 
into the next sub-theme of tensions in funding priorities.   
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Tensions in funding priorities 
Through the focus groups and interviews, there were different views expressed 
about what type of projects or initiatives should be a funding priority for the 
CRP.  The tension in funding priorities was expressed in terms of a focus on 
funding physical infrastructure (such as street up-grades, footpath improvements) 
versus the funding of more ‘people-orientated’ projects (such as community 
workers).  This tension was expressed in three of the community focus groups, 
two of the RMF focus groups and in at least one of the MP interviews.  In 
general, the CRG focus groups tended to favour more of an emphasis on ‘people-
orientated’ projects.  Indicative comments included the following:   
Community Renewal seems focussed on funding physical 
buildings/structures rather than funding things that might change 
community attitudes.  There’s far more readiness to fund projects for 
physical structures than there is to fund community capacity building 
initiatives.  Yet these people oriented initiatives are exactly what 
Community Renewal should be resourcing [CFG-3].   
Community Renewal funds should be used to address root causes of crime 
and disadvantage rather than only treating the symptoms of problems.  
An example of this type of work is [one particular] project [in the area] 
where the project coordinator has taken a systematic approach to 
building networks and partnerships with support services to address the 
needs of [the target group] [CFG-2].   
A key achievement has been the funding of people resources [community 
workers] through the various projects, each of who has links with 
different sections of the community.  There are questions about the 
sustainability of this work because of the late stage of renewal at which 
this work has commenced [NFG-2].   
The last comment above highlights again the issue of sustainability of CRP 
funding for potentially ongoing positions in the community.  As noted above, in 
one of the RMF focus groups, it was indicated that over 50% of CRP funding in 
the area had been used to employ a number of workers in the community and 
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there was a concern about the potential ‘big bang’ effect of losing all these 
workers once Community Renewal funding ran out [RFG-4].   
However, two of the CRG focus groups also recognised that physical 
improvements did have a role to play, particularly as a way of signalling 
government commitment to a renewal area:   
Physical improvements are important.  These types of projects give the 
community a visual and tangible demonstration that things are changing.  
However, there needs to be community participation in these projects to 
ensure local ownership and pride is built [CFG-2].   
The last comment about building pride in the area was also echoed in another 
CRG focus group commenting on the role of physical improvements to the local 
area:   
..the sense of pride has gone through the roof because people are seeing 
change occurring, and this has encouraged people to keep their own 
properties tidy [CFG-5].   
From the perspective of government officers, both head office program staff and 
Regional Managers, neighbourhood amenity projects, such as park upgrades and 
street-scaping, had been used by the program as ‘lead projects’ to establish the 
program in an area and to generate community interest and involvement [CRI-2].  
It was noted in one of the RMF focus groups that, given the sense in most 
renewal communities that they had been long neglected, these ‘lead projects’ as a 
sign of government intentions were a key element of any local renewal strategy 
because:   
… often residents are doubtful of this until tangible signs are visible 
[RFG-2].   
One senior government officer from the head office of another department noted 
that ‘lead projects’ involving physical improvements also could have had a 
‘political’ dimension to them, as follows:   
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Use of funds to produce short-term wins is important to efforts at gaining 
the confidence of the community and politicians, and this could provide 
some protection against political change [GOI-9].   
One of the MPs interviewed succinctly summed up the debates about funding 
priorities, potential ‘capture’ of CRP funding by councils and the importance of 
community involvement with a focus on the need for balance in what gets 
funded:   
Funding has not been allocated to priorities identified by the community – 
the secretary of the CRG has graphed the distribution of funds – they are 
skewed in favour of physical improvements carried out by Council when 
the top priorities were around employment and education.  Physical 
improvements play an important role but there is a need for balance in 
what gets funded [MPI-2].   
It can be seen from the discussion above that there were some differences in 
perspective between stakeholders about funding and resource allocation in the 
CRP.  These differences are explored further in the following section which 
explores the within-case sub-units of analysis.   
Within-case sub-units of analysis 
As noted earlier, the within-case sub-units of analysis explores the difference in 
perspective between community participants (CRG and NGO focus groups) and 
government participants (RMF focus groups and interviews with government 
officers and MPs).   
It has already been identified that there has been some overlap in the analysis of 
the second overarching theme of community action planning and this third 
overarching theme in terms of the sub-theme of government linkage.  Similar to 
the analysis of the overarching theme of community action planning, a key 
difference has been understanding the importance of CRP linking with other 
government programs to ensure sustainability of renewal initiatives.  This was an 
issue primarily raised by government officers in the focus groups and interviews 
with CRG members only raising the issue in a passing way.  This is also 
consistent with the analysis undertaken in the first overarching theme of 
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community participation where the need for community members to have a better 
understanding of ‘how government works’ was identified.   
There were also some differences between community and government 
participants in terms of what types of projects they considered should be funded 
by the CRP.  On the whole, community participants tended to favour ‘people-
orientated’ projects such as the funding of workers in the community, although 
there was also recognition by some of the CRGs of the importance of physical 
infrastructure projects.  On the other hand, some government participants were 
wary of funding projects that were likely to have recurrent funding implications.  
As with community action planning, government officers tended to be more 
aware of the challenges involved for CRP linking to other government programs 
to secure ongoing funding of initiatives.   
Summary – funding and resource allocation in the Community 
Renewal Program 
Funding and resource allocation in the CRP was an important overarching theme 
to emerge from the secondary analysis.  There were significant amounts of funds 
at stake in each of the renewal areas and a crowded field of stakeholders involved 
in determining how those funds should be used.  However, there were also a 
number of substantial issues associated with funding and resource allocation in 
the CRP and these issues were identified through the analysis of three key sub-
themes.   
First, the funding processes for the CRP were very complex and convoluted.  
This complexity had an impact on the timeliness and transparency of funding.  A 
particular concern was about the lack of feedback loops in the assessment and 
approval process for specific initiatives, especially feedback from central (head 
office) levels to regional and local levels.  Second, the links to other government 
agencies and programs was a problem.  It was perceived by some stakeholders 
that other government agencies, including local councils, had ‘captured’ CRP 
funding for their own ‘core business’ or to ‘top-up’ their programs.  The 
challenges of linking to other government programs also had an impact on the 
sustainability of Community Renewal initiatives once the time-limited program 
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funding ran out.  This was especially a concern with service delivery initiatives 
involving the funding of workers in the community.  This concern with the 
funding of service delivery projects flowed through to the third sub-theme 
involving tensions in funding priorities for the CRP.  This tension was expressed 
in terms of the extent to which the CRP should be funding physical infrastructure 
verses more ‘people-orientated’ projects.   
From the secondary analysis, there were some differences between the research 
participants as to the weight of importance attributed to each of the three sub-
themes.  Community participants tended to be less aware of the challenges 
involved in the CRP linking to other government programs and, hence, tended to 
favour the funding of more ‘people-orientated’ projects.   
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CONCLUSION: THE INTERSECTION OF THE THREE OVERARCHING 
THEMES 
This Chapter has undertaken a secondary analysis of qualitative data collected on 
the implementation of the CRP over the period 1998 – 2001.  The secondary 
analysis has identified three overarching themes: the importance of community 
participation as a foundation for the implementation of the CRP, community 
action planning as a key tool for Program implementation, and funding and 
resource allocation in the CRP.   
The one sub-theme that was common to each of the overarching themes was that 
of ‘government linkage’.  The three overarching themes and their associated sub-
themes are shown in Figure 26 below which also shows the sub-theme of 
government linkage as the point of intersection for each of the overarching 
themes.   
Figure 26: Intersection of the three over-arching themes 
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For each of the overarching themes, the sub-theme of ‘government linkage’ had 
slightly different nuances, although the overlap between the community action 
planning and funding and resource allocation overarching themes was stronger.  
For the overarching theme of community participation, the key issues involved in 
the ‘government linkage’ sub-theme were, first, the challenge of CRG members 
capacity and knowledge of working with government and, second, the lack of 
links between the CRGs and associated RMFs which led to tensions between 
these groups.  For the overarching theme of community action planning, the key 
issue was the lack of capacity of the CAPs to take sufficient account of the 
planning and budget cycles of other government agencies.  This issue then 
flowed into the issues with the third overarching theme of funding and resource 
allocation in the CRP.  Without adequate links to other government programs, it 
was difficult to sustain ongoing funding of most CRP initiatives, especially those 
that might require recurrent funding (such as service delivery-type projects).   
Whilst the sub-theme of ‘government linkage’ is the clear intersecting point in 
the analysis presented in this Chapter, the other sub-themes are also important in 
understanding the limits of local governance for a program such as the CRP.  The 
following Chapter revisits each of the nine theoretical governance propositions 
developed in Chapter Three of this thesis with the aim of examining the veracity 
of these propositions based on the empirical findings from the secondary analysis 
presented in this Chapter.  The purpose of the following Chapter is to develop a 
refined notion of governance based on an integration of theoretical and empirical 
perspectives from the analysis presented in this Chapter.   
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CHAPTER 6: REFINING THE NOTION OF GOVERNANCE – 
INTEGRATING THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL 
PERSPECTIVES 
INTRODUCTION 
The previous Chapter outlined the key findings of the secondary analysis of the 
qualitative data collected on the implementation of the first phase of the CRP in 
Queensland over the period 1998 to 2001.  Three overarching themes and a set of 
associated sub-themes for each of these overarching themes were derived from a 
thematic analysis of the secondary data (presented in Figure 26 in Chapter Five).   
The primary research strategy adopted for this thesis is an exploratory, 
retrospective, single-case embedded design (Yin, 1989), as outlined in Chapter 
Four.  The previous Chapter also provided an analysis of the embedded within-
case sub-units of analysis for each of the three overarching themes.   The sub-
units of analysis examined the views and perspectives of community participants 
(including local residents in CRGs and community groups) compared to the 
perspectives of government officers and MPs across different levels (local, 
regional and central).  From this analysis, a number of differences in perspective 
between these groups were identified.  The exploratory case study nature of the 
research is seeking to understand what can be learnt from an analysis of the 
implementation of the first phase of the CRP over the period 1998 to 2001 in 
terms of governance arrangements to respond to neighbourhoods with high levels 
of social disadvantage.   
The purpose of this Chapter is to develop a refined notion of governance based 
on an integration of theoretical and empirical perspectives from the analysis 
presented in the previous Chapter.  In Chapter Three of this thesis a new 
integrative definition of governance was proposed along with a set of nine 
theoretical governance propositions flowing from this definition, based on a 
review of various sources of literature.  The integrative definition of governance 
and the associated theoretical propositions are summarised below.   
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Integrative definition of governance 
In order to develop a clearer understanding of governance, it is proposed that at 
the heart of the notion there are two fundamental defining components.  These 
are expressed in terms of an analytical distinction of the interdependence of 
means and ends as follows: 
(a) Governance is about the ends of collective action by multiple state and 
non-state actors to achieve coordination of social life through the 
implementation of a public purpose to address complex societal 
problems which cannot be dealt with by the state acting alone but 
which require authorisation by the state.   
(b) Governance is about the means of collective action by multiple state 
and non-state actors, drawing upon a range of institutions, instruments 
and resources that constructively engage those involved through 
interaction and communication in order to achieve governance 
outcomes.   
Flowing from this definition, nine theoretical governance propositions were 
identified.   
Theoretical governance propositions 
1. Governance takes place in a societal and system context that is 
characterised by complexity arising from the nature of social change and 
the nature of social problems within modern society.   
2. The state is a central actor in governance arrangements in undertaking 
collective action to address complex societal problems 
3. It is possible for people to come together and cooperate to undertake 
collective action to address complex social problems.   
4. Actors are not just self-serving, rational ‘utility maximisers’ acting on the 
basis of an instrumental rationality but are capable of a communicative 
rationality.   
5. Actors involved in governance have agency but they do not have 
unlimited freedom – actors enact structure while structure constrains them 
and both evolve together through time and space.   
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6. Institutions, understood as a combination of implementation structures, 
instruments and resources, are critical when it comes to governance but 
they require legitimisation and authorisation by the state.   
7. Networks are an important and legitimate form of governance but they 
operate ‘in the shadow of hierarchy’.   
8. Interaction, communication and constructive engagement of those 
involved are fundamental requirements for governance arrangements.   
9. Because the state is a central actor in governance arrangements, different 
ways of working, recognising different forms of knowledge are required 
by state actors.   
The purpose of this Chapter is to develop a refined notion of governance based 
on an integration of the theoretical propositions and empirical perspectives from 
the analysis presented in the previous Chapter.  Whilst the governance 
propositions from Chapter Three were quite broad, this Chapter seeks to apply 
these within the more specific context of place-based governance.  This is 
achieved through a synthesis of the theory with the empirical analysis to move 
from theoretical propositions to place-based governance principles.   
FROM THEORETICAL PROPOSITIONS TO PLACE-BASED 
GOVERNANCE PRINCIPLES 
The movement from theoretical propositions to place-based governance 
principles represents a step towards developing a theory of place-based 
governance as well as a pragmatic attempt to guide future policy and program 
efforts in responding to spatial disadvantage.  This section outlines a set of six 
principles that are proposed as a way of achieving that goal, drawing on the 
lessons from the implementation of the first phase of the CRP combined with 
associated theory.  It will be seen that not all aspects of the nine theoretical 
propositions developed in Chapter Three are helpful in understanding how to 
respond to spatial disadvantage and this issue will be discussed more fully in the 
final Chapter.   
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1P: Place-based governance requires attention to both the macro 
context and the local context in understanding the dynamics and 
reproduction of spatial disadvantage in particular localities.   
This governance principle highlights the importance of understanding the 
dynamics of spatial disadvantage as a complex phenomenon from two 
perspectives.  First, disadvantaged areas do not exist in a vacuum but are affected 
by a broader societal and structural context and the nature of societal 
transformation in contemporary society, what some have called the emergence of 
‘post-modern conditions’(Bogason, 2000; Crook, Pakulski, & Waters, 1992; Fox 
& Miller, 1995).  Second, there are a number of local dynamics involved in the 
reproduction of spatial disadvantage in particular localities.  An understanding of 
both the macro conditions and the local dynamics is essential for place-based 
governance to respond to spatial disadvantage.  Without this understanding, there 
is a very real risk of what has been called a ‘negative cycle of policy 
implementation’, as discussed in Chapter Two (see Figure 3).  Spatial 
disadvantage is a complex social problem – a classic example of a ‘wicked issue’ 
(Head, 2008; Head & Alford, 2013; Rittel & Webber, 1973).  Problem analysis is 
the foundation for effective program design (Kettner, et al, 1999).   
The early program review of the CRP (Nolan, 2000) and the interviews with CRP 
staff indicated that there was a high level of perceived pressure on those staff to 
‘spend the money’ and to get the program ‘rolled out’.  This perceived pressure 
combined with limited staffing in the early stages of implementation (Nolan, 
2000) meant that there was little opportunity to either research the causes of area 
disadvantage in general or examine the local dynamics of disadvantage for each 
of the renewal areas.   
Similarly, throughout the focus groups and interviews there was no explicit 
mention of the complexity of renewing disadvantaged areas.  There was 
recognition by one senior government officer [GOI-3] of the challenges of 
developing ‘place-based’ solutions for disadvantaged areas.  As noted in Chapter 
Two, there has been very limited experience in Australia of policy and program 
responses to area disadvantage.  As a consequence, there is very limited research 
within the Australian context of the causes of area disadvantage, although there 
has been some emerging (still somewhat limited) discussion of the issue (Hulse, 
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et al, 2014; Pawson et al, 2012; Pawson & Herath, 2015; Ware, et al, 2010; 
Wilks, et al, 2015).   
Despite these limitations, it is possible to draw upon the literature to make some 
broad observations about the broader macro factors impacting on spatial 
disadvantage and the complex and inter-related nature of the local factors facing 
these areas.   
Macro factors in spatial disadvantage 
There has been a degree of consensus amongst Australian researchers dating back 
over 20 years as to the macro factors associated with the area concentration of 
disadvantage.  This research links the increasing concentration of disadvantage in 
suburbs on the periphery of major Australian cities to the end of the long post-
war boom in the mid-1970s (Badcock, 1994, 1998; Peel, 1995, 1996; Winter & 
Bryson, 1998).  The restructuring of the Australian economy since then has seen 
manufacturing decimated and, along with it, the disappearance of the full-time, 
permanent, blue-collar male employment associated with it.   
Marcuse (1996) confirmed this geographical dimension of increased income 
disparity in Australia, while commenting that geographic concentrations of 
disadvantage in Australia have not occurred to the same extent as the ghettos of 
large American or European cities.  Nevertheless, the international analysis 
suggests that similar processes are at work. Turok and Webster (1998) identified 
areas of concentrated disadvantage in the UK associated with areas of significant 
loss of manufacturing industries and associated employment.  Similarly, Turok 
and Edge (1999) undertook detailed work on the impact of the decline in 
manufacturing and the contraction in male, manual jobs, most often filled by 
those living in the social housing sector.   
Badcock (1998) describes the impact of these changes as producing ‘forgotten 
places and excluded citizens’ on the periphery of Australian cities.  One well-
documented example is the suburb of Elizabeth on the northern fringe of 
Adelaide which, like many of the areas identified for renewal, is dominated by 
public housing and was originally established near new sites of manufacturing 
and industry.  In a history of this suburb, Peel notes 
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There is no doubt Elizabeth is disadvantaged relative to most of Adelaide.  
But its disadvantage is new, the poverty of post-war suburbs savaged by 
restructuring and recession.  This is a place made poor, a place for the 
people who live along the bad edge of a changing Australia ... Good 
places turned bad.  Just as in other working-class suburbs not everyone 
here is poor ... But a lot of people find themselves left behind, their 
factories closed and their jobs gone, their hopes of settling down looking 
more and more forlorn. (Peel, 1995: 3 original emphasis).   
Yates (2001) summarises these views with the explanation that since the mid-
1970s, income polarisation has led to a polarised housing market, which now is 
reinforcing the polarisation emerging in current labour markets.   
However, the causes of this spatial segregation are not due to market processes 
alone.  The drawing back of the welfare state in Australia, in such areas as 
income support mechanisms, public health and education, and housing has also 
added to social and spatial polarisation (Yates, 2001; Fincher & Saunders, 2001).  
Reforms to industrial relation systems have also contributed to the income 
polarisation generated by the market economy (Watson & Buchanan, 2001).   
Peel (1995) notes that ‘the fall of the workers’ city’ was also a legacy of town 
planning and public housing policy.   
The most important factor was the major changes in public housing 
policy, which concentrated disadvantage within particular parts of 
Australian cities and located the poorest people in places which made 
them even poorer. (Peel, 1995: 176).   
The housing system is thus seen as a key intervening variable by which national, 
or even international structural economic changes are translated into a local 
pattern of area disadvantage and polarisation.  The root causes of most area 
concentration and polarisation effects are non-local – but they have real local 
impacts, which are intensified through the operation of negative externalities.   
Social features such as increases in sole parenting and social isolation are not an 
independent starting point in the process of change, but in part at least, are the 
outcomes of the inter-play between other factors.  For example, the requirements 
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of labour market mobility and flexibility can act to isolate people from natural 
support networks, including those of their families (Jones & Miller, 2001).   
The operation of this system can create winners as losers at both the household 
and neighbourhood levels (Fincher & Saunders, 2001).  Areas which lose out 
have suffered a 'crisis of transition' (OECD, 1998) as they move from relative 
social and economic stability to a state characterised by falling mean incomes 
due to increased unemployment (particularly of males, young people and long-
term unemployed people) and a flight of wealthier residents.  In some 
communities these conditions become entrenched and structural, and are 
accompanied by a rise in other social problems.   
Local dynamics in spatial disadvantage 
The complexity and inter-relatedness of the local dynamics facing disadvantaged 
areas can be explored along four dimensions: social conditions of the local area, 
the functioning of local labour markets, spatial factors, and the nature of the 
housing market at the local level.  Each of these four dimensions is inter-linked 
and within each there are a set of factors that also combine to add to the 
complexity.  Each is explored further below.   
Social factors 
Those social factors that contribute to maintaining undesirable levels of 
unemployment provide a starting point.  Those who fail to gain the necessary 
educational results or social skills are at risk of entering insecure, casual and part-
time secondary employment (Smith & Macnicol, 2001). Employment of this 
nature is unlikely to break any inter-generational poverty cycle that may exist in 
particular households.   
For many young people, their observations of poor employment outcomes for 
peers and their families produces low levels of expectations that they will end up 
with a job (OECD, 1998).  These expectations will be compounded if their own 
parents are unemployed or unskilled, since the children of such families are 
unlikely to have the level of numeracy and literacy required in modern work-
places (Fincher & Saunders, 2001).   
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Poverty, social isolation or other stressful influences on family dynamics (such as 
drug abuse, sole parenting or domestic violence) can inhibit bonding or produce 
dysfunctional parenting (Weatherburn & Lind, 2001), and these factors also can 
be expected to compound the risk of poor school results (Vinson, 1999).   
A dysfunctional family life can also increase the chances of adolescent children 
becoming involved in criminal activities, especially if the area is already crime 
prone and there are significant numbers of delinquent peers to provide role 
models (Weatherburn & Lind, 2001).  Again, the pattern of negative outcomes is 
likely to be reproduced, with flow-on effects to the other factors affecting 
community fortunes.  Figure 27 below provides a summary of these factors and 
their linkages.   
Figure 27:  Summary of social factors and their linkages 
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include the quality of housing maintenance (OECD, 1998), which is often poor 
and obvious, especially since much of the housing was constructed cheaply in the 
years following the World War II (Winter & Bryson, 1998).  This also may 
contribute to poor perceptions of the locality.   
Within the social housing sector tenancy transfer policies can help or hinder 
tenant attempts to access external job opportunities, especially where jobs are in 
areas with relatively high housing costs.  Market rent policies, adopted in 
Australia since 1978 may have encouraged the flight of employed tenants, in 
particular as social housing has become targeted ever more tightly to households 
on income benefits.  Figure 28 below provides a summary of housing factors and 
their linkages.   
Figure 28:  Summary of housing factors and their linkages 
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The capacity of local job seekers to attain jobs in areas outside the 
neighbourhood as an alternative may be constrained as well, due to restricted 
transport options through low car ownership rates, poor integration of the 
neighbourhood in public transport networks (OECD, 1998).   
As already noted, any employment that unskilled or low-skilled residents do find 
is likely to be in the insecure, casual and low-paid secondary job market, or in the 
local informal economy.  Hence, a concern with the getting people into 
employment needs to be matched by a concern with the quality of the jobs they 
fill, and their continued access to secure and affordable housing.  Figure 29 
below provides a summary of labour market factors and their linkages.   
Figure 29:  Summary of labour market factors and their linkages 
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residents and local businesses, and an internal sense of civic pride, which can 
undermine efforts to encourage participation in civic affairs.  Figure 30 below 
provides a summary of place factors and their linkages.   
Figure 30:  Summary of place factors and their linkages 
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Table 15: Place factors of renewal areas 
Social factors 
• Low income Households on incomes of less than $26,000 pa ranged 
from 38% to 54% (mean = 46%) compared to the 
Queensland average of 35%.   
• One parent 
families 
The proportion of one parent families in renewal areas 
ranged from 17% to 36% (mean = 24%) compared to the 
Queensland average of 10%.   
• Education Year 12 school retention rates in 2000 as a proxy measure 
of educational attainment of young people in the renewal 
areas, the levels of attainment in six renewal communities 
was relatively low, compared to Queensland as a whole.  
In these areas, the retention rates were at least 15% less 
than for the state.  In one renewal area the difference was 
almost 30%.   
• Crime levels Five renewal areas had rates of crime across all 
categories that were significantly higher than rates for 
Queensland, whilst the picture is somewhat more varied 
for other areas.   
• Child protection Data on child protection notifications indicates that, if this 
is taken as a measure of family stress, then this is an issue 
in at least eight renewal areas.  In these communities, 
rates of child abuse notifications were at least 50% higher 
than the rate for Queensland.  In four areas, the state-wide 
rate was exceeded by more than 300%.   
Housing factors 
• Housing tenure All of the renewal areas had significant amounts of rental 
(mostly public) housing.  The proportions of public housing 
to the total numbers of dwellings range from 10% – 50%, 
although the area with the lowest percentage also has 
another 37% of its housing stock as private rental.  Data 
on public housing tenancy turnover rates also supported 
the view these areas are likely to have a relatively 
transient tenant population.  All but three of the renewal 
communities had turnover rates exceeding that for public 
housing in Queensland as a whole, and in all of these, the 
state-wide rate was exceeded by more than 15%.   
Labour market factors 
• Unemployment In 1996 the unemployment rate for the State was 9.6%.  
Within the renewal communities, the rates varied from 
15% in Manoora and Garbutt to 21% in Woodridge, 22% in 
Eagleby and 23 % in Caboolture and Inala.   
• Employment 
opportunities 
Within the renewal areas, a significant proportion of 
working residents appear to be in some danger of 
becoming part of the secondary job market.  In these 
communities, the most common industries of employment 
were manufacturing, retail and hospitality, all sectors 
where part-time or causalised employment is prevalent 
and growing, or vulnerable to global pressures (ie 
manufacturing). 
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In summary, this place-based governance principle highlights the need to develop 
a sound understanding of both the macro factors and the local dynamics that 
relate to the production and reproduction of spatial disadvantage.  It is clear from 
this preliminary analysis that past public policies have played a key role in 
producing spatial disadvantage.  In the light of this, the state needs to play a 
central role in leading and responding to spatial disadvantage.  This is the focus 
of the next place-based governance principle.   
2P: The state has a central role in place-based governance 
arrangements in leading and responding to spatial disadvantage 
but a high degree of both vertical and horizontal integration by 
state actors is required.   
This principle posits that, rather than there being a shift from ‘government’ to 
‘governance’ or ‘governance without government (Rhodes, 1994, 1996, 1997a), 
the state is a central actor in governance arrangements in undertaking collective 
action to address complex social problems.  However, this does not mean that the 
state can act on its own.  The state still relies on a range of other non-state actors 
to achieve governance goals.   
The Community Renewal Program as a case study of governance 
with government 
As a case study, the CRP highlights the central role of the state in several ways.  
First, the CRP can be seen to be very much a ‘creature’ of government.  It was 
established by the then government as part of a broader package of crime 
prevention measures (Crime Prevention Queensland, 2002) with a reasonably 
significant budget allocation.  Second, government went through an internal 
process to select the areas to be targeted by the CRP.  The areas selected were 
characterised by a range of indicators including high levels of crime, high levels 
of unemployment, high levels of rental housing (especially public housing) and 
other issues.  Third, for the CRP, government retained a responsibility for meta-
governance or the ‘government of governance’.  Bell and Hindmoor (2009) 
explain meta-governance in the following way:   
… whatever the governance mechanism employed, the state typically 
plays (and should play) a key role in overseeing, steering and 
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coordinating governance arrangements; in selecting and supporting the 
key participants; in mobilising resources; in ensuring that wider systems 
of governance are operating fairly and efficiently; and in taking 
responsibility for democracy and accountability issues (p. 11).   
As a case study, the CRP exhibited all of these meta-governance features.  For 
example, the program guidelines (Department of Housing, 1998) stipulated the 
governance processes for the identification, validation and approval of projects 
and initiatives to be funded by the CRP.  The governance arrangements also 
involved government officers from the CRP facilitating and supporting the 
establishment of CRGs in each area and negotiating a role with RMFs in the 
program.  Similarly, local governments (councils), as a local arm of the state, 
played an important role in CRP implementation albeit a role that was sometimes 
criticised.   
The importance of the role of government in the CRP was strongly indicated in 
the empirical analysis examined in the previous Chapter.  From that analysis, 
three overarching themes were identified – community participation, community 
action planning and funding and resource allocation issues.  Each of these 
overarching themes was inter-connected and each had a set of sub-themes.  The 
intersecting point for each of the overarching themes was the sub-theme of 
‘government linkage’, as shown in Figure 26 from the previous Chapter.  Whilst 
the sub-theme of ‘government linkage’ had a slightly different nuance for each of 
the three overarching themes, it was clear from the analysis that the role of 
government, and in particular CRP officers, was central for the governance of the 
program.  For example, in terms of community participation, the analysis 
indicated that the role of the CRP staff was very important in facilitating the 
involvement of community members.   
However, within the CRP, government also relied upon a number of non-state 
actors to achieve its implementation.  Key groups included the CRGs and NGOs 
operating in the renewal areas.  Even within government, there was reliance on 
the involvement of RMFs (involving the regional managers from many other 
departments) for implementation.  However, at the end of the day, the allocation 
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of funds to the renewal areas was ultimately subject to approval by the Minister 
for Housing after renewal areas were endorsed by State Cabinet.   
Hence, the CRP can be seen as a case study of governance with government.  
This principle is also consistent with other accounts of governance which reject 
the thesis of ‘governance without government’ (Bache, 2000; Bell & Hindmoor, 
2009; Davis, 2002; Engberg & Larsen, 2010; Fenwick, Miller & McTavish, 
2012; Heinrich, Lynn & Milward, 2010; Johnson & Osborne, 2003; Keast, 
Mandell & Brown, 2006; Offe, 2009; Peters & Pierre, 1998; Scharpf, 1994; 
Whitehead, 2003).   
3P. Genuine local community participation in place-based governance 
arrangements is required for responding to spatial disadvantage.   
Community participation was a key, foundational overarching theme to emerge 
from the secondary analysis of the qualitative data on the CRP.  A key 
mechanism for this was the establishment of the CRGs.  However, it also 
emerged that there were several problems with the notion of community 
participation in the CRP.  First, there were questions about how representative 
the CRGs were of the broader community and how accountable they were back 
to the residents of these areas.  From the analysis, it was indicated that significant 
populations were not well represented, especially young people and there were 
limited opportunities for the CRGs to ‘report back’ to the broader community.  
Second, there were considerable limitations in the governance capability of the 
CRGs in terms of knowledge, skills and leadership abilities within the groups.  
Third, there was poor linkage between the CRGs and government.  These 
problems were mitigated in part by the important facilitating role played by local 
CRP staff.   
This principle highlights the importance of genuine community participation in 
place-based governance.  However, this principle also begs questions of what is 
meant by ‘community participation’ and how can it be achieved in a genuine and 
meaningful way.  
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Community participation in public policy and planning 
There has been a significant amount of theorising about community or citizen 
participation in policy and planning initiatives, dating back to the late 1960s with 
Arnstein’s (1969) seminal work on ‘a ladder of citizen participation’.  Arnstein 
distinguishes eight rungs of a ladder of citizen participation from manipulation 
and therapy (forms of non-participation) through to informing, consultation and 
placation (degrees of tokenism) to partnership, delegated power and citizen 
control (degrees of citizen power).  This typology has been used widely in the 
public policy and planning literature (there have been over ten thousand 
citations).  Part of the usefulness of this typology has been its ability to highlight 
the extent to which there is a redistribution of power to citizens or community 
members in terms of access to resources (financial and/or in-kind), access to 
information and access to decision-making capability (including the right of veto 
over specific proposals).  Since Arnstein’s seminal article, there have been many 
adaptations and refinements of this concept (for selective examples see Callahan, 
2007; Conner, 1998; Pretty, 1995; Tritter & McCallum, 2006; Wates, 2000).   
Arnstein (1969: 216) makes the point: ‘the idea of citizen participation is a little 
like eating spinach: no one is against it in principle because it is good for you’.  
That is, community participation is assumed to be ‘a good thing’ in and of itself.  
In this regard, Irvin and Stansbury (2004) make a useful contribution by 
identifying key considerations in determining whether community participation is 
an effective policy-making tool.  They discuss the advantages and disadvantages 
of community participation for both citizen participants and government in terms 
of the decision process as well as outcomes.  They go on to identify a set of ideal 
conditions for citizen participation (low-cost indicators and high-benefit 
indicators) and a set of non-ideal conditions (high-cost indicators and low-benefit 
indicators).  This framework is useful because it takes away some of the 
assumptions that community participation is always ‘a good thing’ by identifying 
conditions where citizen participation may not be feasible or desirable (for 
example, ‘complex technical knowledge is required before participants can make 
decisions’).   
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Similarly, Fung (2006, 2015) provides further conceptual clarity in discussing 
varieties of public participation in governance.  He critiques Arnstein’s (1969) 
ladder as being obsolete and defective because ‘it improperly fuses an empirical 
scale that describes the level of influence individuals have over some collective 
decision with normative approval’ (Fung, 2006: 67).  That is, there may be 
situations where full ‘citizen control’ is not required or necessary.  Instead, he 
provides a ‘democracy cube’ framework consisting of three dimensions: how 
participants are selected (ranging from the use of only expert administrators 
through to open self-selection); how participants communicate with one another 
and make decisions together (ranging from listen as spectator through to 
deliberate and negotiate); and how discussions are linked to policy or public 
action (ranging from personal beliefs through to direct authority) (Fung, 2006).   
This brief discussion has highlighted the complex nature of community 
participation and the importance of participatory processes and mechanisms 
being ‘fit-for-purpose’.  As Cornwall (2008) suggests, this involves ‘spelling out 
what exactly people are being enjoined to participate in, for what purpose, who is 
involved and who is absent’ (p. 281).  Whilst there has been long standing 
discussions of citizen or community participation in public policy and planning in 
general, more recently this notion has been examined in the context of 
regeneration of disadvantaged urban areas.   
Community participation in urban regeneration 
There is now a body of literature exploring the notion of community participation 
in urban regeneration initiatives incorporating a range of perspectives.  Much of 
this literature emanates from the UK with a smaller but emerging number of 
Australian studies (Adamson, Dearden & Castle, 2001; Arthurson, 2003; Banks 
& Shenton, 2001; Burton, Goodlad & Croft, 2006; Burton, et al, 2004; Diamond, 
2004; Dinham, 2006; Dodson & Berry, 2002; Duncan & Thomas, 2000; Hoatson 
& Grace, 2002; Lawless & Pearson, 2012; Maginn, 2007; Savini, 2011; SEU, 
2001; van Bortel, Mullins & Rhodes, 2009; Wood, 2002).  Whilst there is 
considerable variability across these studies in terms of methodology and focus, 
there are also a number of overlapping issues.   
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Rationale and benefits of community participation 
First, most of the studies, to varying extents, discuss the rationale and benefits of 
community participation in urban regeneration initiatives (Burton, et al, 2004, 
Burton, et al., 2006; Duncan & Thomas, 2000; Lawless & Pearson, 2012, Wood, 
2002).  For example, Burton and colleagues (2006) discuss ‘the theory of 
community involvement’ and develop a framework for this based on a distinction 
between procedural and substantive claims.  The procedural claims ‘invoke 
arguments of due process in treating involvement as a civil right’ (Burton, et 
al.,2006: 301) and, hence, are not necessarily amenable to empirical testing.  
Substantive claims are of two types – instrumental and developmental.  
Developmental claims are that individuals who get involved in regeneration 
initiatives will benefit personally and that the wider community will also benefit 
(see also Wagenaar, 2007).  Instrumental claims are that better decisions will be 
made by drawing on local knowledge of residents and this will in turn lead to 
more local legitimacy and program efficiency.  Substantive claims can be subject 
to empirical testing.  For example Lawless and Pearson (2012) present data from 
an evaluation of one regeneration program that shows little change at the area 
level but that change for individuals was greater for those involved than 
individuals who were not.   
Role of government 
A second set of issues emerging from the literature related to the role of 
government in resourcing and facilitating community participation in urban 
regeneration.  There are two aspects to this issue.  One the one hand, government 
support by way of providing resources and support positions and allowing 
adequate time for participation to take place is ‘critical to the success of 
community participation activities’ (Arthurson, 2003: 357).  Similarly, Wood 
(2002) found that, amongst both residents and professionals, the role played by 
local renewal staff was ‘thought to be the most significant in ensuring 
participation was made effective’ (p. 44).   
However, although the role of government is critical in responding to 
disadvantaged areas (as previously discussed), there are still challenges for how 
government acts in order to facilitate community participation, particularly in 
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relation to power-sharing (or ‘co-governance’).  For example, Johnson and 
Osborne (2003) undertook an analysis of Local Strategic Partnerships in 
Neighbourhood Renewal in the UK.  The policy framework for these 
partnerships stressed a combination of service coordination and co-governance 
with the community.  They concluded that coordination was strongly supported 
but ‘the Government is keen to keep control over the levers of regeneration and is 
therefore more than slightly ambiguous over its espoused aim of encouraging co-
governance’ (Johnson & Osborne, 2003: 147).  That is, whilst community 
participation implies some degree of shifting power back to the community, in 
reality this is limited.  As Davies (2002) finds in the UK context: ‘in the mix of 
market, hierarchy and network, hierarchy is the dominant trend in the politics of 
urban regeneration’ (p. 319).  This was a similar conclusion of Fenwick and 
colleagues (2012) who found that so-called ‘partnerships’ were an extension of 
bureaucratic controls.  Newman and her colleagues (2004) express the tensions 
involved in the following way:   
… encourage participation from below but ensure you deliver on the 
targets imposed from above, even where these are in conflict with local 
views; engage in long-term capacity building but also demonstrate short-
term performance improvements … (Newman, Barnes, Sullivan & 
Knops, 2004: 218).   
The tension involved in government working with communities in the context of 
bureaucratic control is a recurring theme in the literature (Eversole, 2011; 
Lowndes & Sullivan, 2004; Mowbray, 2005; Taylor, 2007).  Such tension 
indicates the need for new ways of working by state actors and this issue is 
examined further below.   
Community capacity building 
A third theme emerging across the literature on community participation in urban 
regeneration initiatives is about community capacity building.  Chaskin (2001) 
provides a definition of community capacity building in the following way:   
Community capacity is the interaction of human capital, organizational 
resources, and social capital existing within a given community that can 
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be leveraged to solve collective problems and improve or maintain the 
well-being of a given community. It may operate through informal social 
processes and/or organized effort (Chaskin 2001: 295).   
He operationalises this definition along several empirical dimensions (Chaskin, 
2001).  A central dimension is ‘levels of social agency’ whereby community 
capacity ‘resides in a community’s individuals, formal organizations, and the 
relational networks tying them to each other and to the broader systems of which 
they are a part’ (Chaskin, 2001: 318).  Efforts to build community capacity need 
then to focus on these components.  The individual level focuses on human 
capital and leadership (knowledge, skills and resources of local residents to 
participate in community-improving activities); the organisational level focuses 
on the role of government and NGOs in representing the community’s interests; 
and the network level focuses on the patterns of interaction between individuals 
and organisations.  This framework is helpful in drawing attention to the different 
levels required to build community capacity.   
In a systematic review of community involvement in area-based initiatives, 
Burton and colleagues (2004) found ‘there is probably more unanimity on the 
importance of providing resources to stimulate and sustain community 
involvement than there is on any other issue’ (p. 32).  In particular, they note:   
Individuals playing representative roles on more formal regeneration 
bodies require very focussed support to maximise their effectiveness, 
including help to understand policy jargon, discussion of agenda items 
prior to formal meetings, and the development of strategies for 
intervention at meetings (Burton, et al., 2004: 32-33).   
Banks and Shenton (2001) provide a critical analysis of community capacity 
building in regenerating neighbourhoods.  They distinguish between ‘strategic’ 
(instrumental) and ‘developmental’ approaches.  They conclude that the 
strategic/instrumental approach may be ‘insulting’ to local residents (not taking 
sufficient account of existing knowledge and skills) and that a ‘community 
development’ approach may be more useful and acceptable.   
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Implications arising from the Community Renewal Program 
What are the implications of this discussion of community participation arising 
from the secondary analysis of data for the CRP?  There are a number of 
conclusions that can be drawn.   
First, it was clear that community participation was an important component of 
the implementation of the CRP.  Not only was one of the objectives for the 
program ‘to make communities central to achieving program objectives’ but 
significant effort was put into achieving this.  CRGs were established in all but 
one of the renewal areas and they were assigned a clear (but limited) role in 
program implementation.  This aspect is discussed further below.  However, as 
indicated earlier, the functioning of these groups was problematic in a number of 
ways and there was little opportunity to explore lessons from elsewhere on how 
community participation processes and structures could be improved.   
Second, the data analysis found that individuals involved, particularly through 
the CRGs, personally benefited from that involvement.  Although based on 
qualitative data, this is consistent with the quantitative findings from Lawless and 
Pearson (2012) discussed above.  For the CRP, it was not possible to quantify the 
extent of this benefit for individuals involved.   
Third, the data analysis also indicated that the local CRP staff, especially the 
local Facilitators, played a critical role in bringing about community 
participation.  This is consistent with other Australian studies (Arthurson, 2003; 
Wood, 2002).   
Fourth, despite the important role for CRGs, the CRP was still subject to a high 
level of bureaucratic control.  Whilst there was a decision-making role for the 
CRGs, this role was very circumscribed.  As noted in the previous principle, the 
CRP was very much a ‘creature’ of government.  The implications of this 
bureaucratic control in terms of how state actors work with local communities in 
place-based governance is explored in a subsequent principle below.   
Fifth, it was also indicated that CRGs needed assistance with governance 
capability in terms of improving knowledge, skills and leadership abilities.  
Whether this is called ‘community capacity building’ (Banks & Shenton, 2001; 
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Chaskin, 2001; Diamond, 2004) or something else is a moot point.  This could be 
described as a ‘governance gap’ for Community Renewal.  Whilst there were 
some examples from the secondary analysis of where some Facilitators 
undertook leadership development activities, overall at a program level this was a 
missing piece.  From the analysis, the intersecting point for each of the three 
overarching themes was the sub-theme of ‘government linkage’.  This highlights 
the importance for community members of having an improved understanding of 
how government works in terms of planning, budgeting and decision-making 
processes.  An improved understanding of these issues would require an explicit 
focus by the CRP staff at both a program level and a local level.   
Summary 
This place-based governance principle has explored the role of genuine 
community participation in governance arrangements to respond to 
disadvantaged areas.  The notion of ‘genuine’ participation refers to the extent to 
which community members have access to ‘power sharing’ in decision-making 
over the planning and implementation of a place-based initiative.   
As a case study, a key vehicle for community participation in the CRP was the 
CRGs.  These groups did have a (limited) degree of decision-making.  However, 
overall, it can be seen that there was an over-reliance on the CRGs as the sole 
mechanism to achieve community participation.  As noted, there were some 
significant problems with the CRGs, particularly in terms of their 
representativeness of the local community.  Young people and people from 
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds were vastly under-represented.  
Other parallel processes were needed in order to include these groups.   
Another key issue for the CRGs was the lack of linkage to government officers 
involved in local renewal efforts, particularly the RMFs.  This lack of linkage 
points to an institutional design deficiency for the CRP.  This is the focus of the 
next place-based governance principle.   
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4P: The institutional design of place-based governance arrangements is 
important in order to maximise communication and cooperation 
amongst a multitude of actors involved in responding to spatial 
disadvantage.   
There are three aspects to this principle.  First, institutions play a key role in 
place-based governance.  Second, institutional design is an important 
consideration.  The notion of ‘institutional design’ refers to the ways in which 
various institutions involved in place-based governance relate to each other.  The 
third aspect to this principle is that communication and cooperation amongst a 
multitude of actors acting in and through various institutions is a critical element.  
Each of these three aspects is explored further below.   
Institutions in place-based governance 
Chapter Three discussed the role of institutions in governance in a general way.  
In that Chapter, institutions were defined as ‘the sets of working rules that are 
used to determine who is eligible to make decisions in some arena, what actions 
are allowed or constrained … what procedures must be followed, what 
information must or must not be provided …’ (Ostrom, 1990: 51).  In that 
Chapter, institutions were understood as the combination of implementation 
structures, instruments and resources and the patterns of interaction amongst 
multiple stakeholders involved in implementation of public policy programs.   
From Chapter Three, the notions of interaction, communication and constructive 
engagement of those involved in a collective action problem were also discussed.  
In particular, the importance of communicative rationality and optimal conditions 
for interaction were highlighted.  These optimal conditions included an emphasis 
on including the full diversity of views of those affected by the problem under 
consideration, recognition of the interdependency of actors involved and the 
importance of face-to-face interaction (Fox & Miller, 1995; Healey, 1997; Innes 
& Booher, 2010).   
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Implications arising from the Community Renewal Program 
It is not the intention to repeat the discussion from Chapter Three here.  Rather, 
the focus is on how this theoretical discussion can be used in explaining the 
empirical analysis from the CRP.  There are several ways in which these 
theoretical perspectives can be helpful.   
First, the various groups involved in the CRP implementation, particularly the 
CRGs and the RMFs, can be seen as institutions.  This is helpful in that, as 
institutions, these groups were key implementation structures and they played a 
strategic role in setting out ‘the rules of the game’ – who gets to participate, how 
decisions are made and what is expected of participants.  Seen in this light, these 
groups would have had the capacity to evolve the rules of the game over time to 
maximise local and strategic impact.   
Second, and more importantly, ‘institutional design’ can be seen to play a crucial 
role in place-based governance (Ostrom, 1990, 2005, 2010).  CRP governance 
can be seen as exhibiting a significant institutional design ‘gap’ at two levels of 
implementation.  At the local/regional level, there was no mechanism that 
brought the CRGs together with the RMFs in a face-to-face encounter to 
deliberate over the implementation of the program.  From the data analysis, there 
were a range of tensions between the CRGs and the RMFs in terms of decision 
making and funding priorities.  Having the opportunity for regular, face-to-face 
interaction and communication between the CRGs and the RMFs could have 
arguably helped to resolve some of those tensions or at least provided a way for 
each to gain a better understanding of the other (Healy, 1997; Innes & Booher, 
2010).   
At a central level, there was also no mechanism that brought together other 
government agencies to facilitate the linking of CRP funds and activities with 
planning and budget cycles of those other departments.  This gap meant that it 
was difficult to achieve a stated intention of the program that ‘where possible 
opportunities will be sought to combine program funds with other sources, 
especially with existing agency programs’ (Department of Housing, 1998: 4).  
This gap at a central level had important implications because government 
departments generally set their budgetary and funding priorities at a head office 
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(central) level.  Whilst there were instances of where one other government 
agency had deliberately targeted their program funds to renewal areas, this was 
by far the exception.   
5P: Place-based governance requires state actors to adopt new ways of 
collaborative working to engage the local community and to 
synthesise local knowledge with expert knowledge to respond to 
area disadvantage.   
There are several aspects to this principle.  First, from Principle 1, it was 
recognised that place-based governance to respond to spatial disadvantage 
operates in a context of complexity where ‘everything is related to everything’ 
(Wagenaar, 2007: 28).  In the face of these problems, new ways of working are 
required.  Second, because the state plays a central role (from Principle 2), the 
focus is on how state actors work with other state and non-state actors, including 
local community members (from Principle 3) in collaborative ways to respond to 
spatial disadvantage.  Third, because of the complexity and dynamism of area 
disadvantage, it is necessary to draw upon local knowledge in combination with 
expert knowledge.  Each of these aspects is explored further below.   
Collaborative working and complexity 
Chapter Three discussed how state actors, faced with complex social problems or 
‘wicked issues’ which ‘challenge existing patterns of organisation and 
management’ (Clarke & Stewart, 1997: 2), are adopting new ways of working in 
order to deal with them.  These new ways of working involve cross-agency 
collaboration, particularly through networks and network structures (Keast, et al., 
2004).  However, the implications of collaborative working are often not fully 
realised whereby state actors resort to ‘the traditional, comfortable ways of 
working’ (Keast, et al., 2004: 364).  Traditional ways of working rely heavily 
upon instrumental-rationalist modes of operating which involves breaking 
problems down to their component parts and seeking solutions to those 
components based on ‘expert’ knowledge.  An alternative approach is 
communicative rationality based upon dialogue amongst all stakeholders affected 
(Healy, 1997; Innes & Booher, 2010).   
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Forms of knowledge in place-based governance 
Chapter Three set out an extensive discussion about the different forms of 
knowledge in public policy and governance.  Drawing on Flyvbjerg’s (2001, 
2004, 2012) analysis of Aristotles’ three intellectual virtues, it was seen that 
phronetic knowledge (‘practical wisdom’ or practical value-rationality) is often 
overlooked in favour of other forms of knowledge, particularly ‘expert’ 
knowledge (episteme).  Phronetic knowledge can also be seen as local 
knowledge or ‘community knowledge’ (Adams, 2004; Hess & Adams, 2004, 
2007).   
Place-based governance Principle 1 highlighted the importance of gaining a 
sound understanding of both the macro factors and the local dynamics in 
generating and reproducing spatial disadvantage.  Such an understanding would 
require drawing upon a degree of expert knowledge.  However, in addition to this 
expert knowledge, it is also important to incorporate local knowledge or 
‘community knowledge’ which is ‘not something well understood in public 
policy’ (Adams, 2004: 38).  Drawing upon local knowledge is particularly 
important in the context of setting priorities for action or intervention in the area 
(Hess & Adams, 2007).   
As Chapter Three pointed out, opening up a role for community knowledge thus 
allows state actors the possibility of adopting different ways of working beyond 
the traditional bureaucratic command and control approach characteristic of 
much public administration.   
Different ways of working 
Drawing upon Salamon (2002), Chapter Three identified the need to move from 
bureaucratic management skills to enablement skills on the part of state actors 
involved in ‘new governance’ arrangements.  These enablement skills entail a 
sub-set of three skill sets – activation skills, orchestration skills and modulation 
skills.  In addition, these skills need to be enacted within the context of another 
shift – a shift from command and control as the modus operandi of public 
programs to one based on negotiation and persuasion (Salamon, 2002: 15).   
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However, whilst these enablement skills make some sense at an abstract level, in 
terms of place-based governance, what is also required are community 
development skills or ‘skills in neighbourhood work’ by state actors.  These skills 
include ‘the creation of new groups and strengthening of existing ones; 
development of skills and confidence; and engagement in planning and 
management of projects’ (Banks & Shenton, 2001: 296; see also Henderson & 
Thomas, 1987).   
Implications arising from the Community Renewal Program 
From the data analysis in the previous Chapter, several points can be made in 
relation to this place-based governance principle.  First, the role of CRP staff in 
facilitating community engagement and participation has already been noted.  
However, what also comes through from the data analysis is the qualities (or 
working styles) of these staff and the approach of these workers in working with 
local communities were very important.  Across a number of the focus groups it 
was recognised that ‘the quality of interaction’ of CRP staff with community 
members was ‘an essential ingredient’.  Respect for the community and honesty 
on the part of these workers were the foundation of this style of working, 
resulting in the development of trust and enabling the community to work with 
‘government bureaucrats’.   
The importance of this style of working cannot be under-estimated.  Most of the 
renewal areas could be considered as ‘forgotten places’ (Badcock, 1998), 
resulting in a degree of cynicism by community members in government 
intervention.  For example, one of the CRG focus groups explicitly stated that 
initially they thought the CRP was part of a ‘con job’ by government.  Other 
government officers also recognised that CRP staff had ‘stood outside normal 
practices of government officers’, implying the need for government officers to 
do things differently in order to successfully work with local communities.  
However, there was not a strong recognition by government officers of the need 
for them to be trained to better work with local communities.   
A second point to be made in relation to this place-based governance principle is 
that the community action planning process was an important way of harnessing 
local, community knowledge in identifying priorities for action.  The original 
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research (Walsh & Butler, 2002), whilst not being able to accurately quantify 
levels of community participation in preparing the CAPs across all renewal areas, 
did, however, identify that there was significant involvement in at least four of 
these areas.  As the previous Chapter identified, the community action planning 
process was not without its problems.  However, it did allow the opportunity for 
local residents and other community members to bring their practical knowledge 
to bear on key questions such as ‘where are we going … what must be done’ 
(Flyvbjerg, 2001: 60).  In this way the community action planning process can be 
seen as an example of harnessing phronetic knowledge (Flyvbjerg, 2001).   
6P: A range of state-sanctioned place-based governance instruments, 
including resources and high-quality planning, are required in 
developing effective responses to spatial disadvantage.   
This principle highlights the importance of having a dedicated pool of funding 
combined with a high-quality approach to planning in order to effectively 
respond to spatial disadvantage.  Each of these issues is explored further below.   
Dedicated funding 
There are several reasons why it is important to have a dedicated source of funds 
to respond to spatial disadvantage.  First, dedicated funds provide a tangible 
indication of government’s commitment to addressing disadvantage in the 
nominated areas.  Second, availability of these funds provides scope for 
identifying local priorities and ensuring that action can be taken to address them.  
Third, the ‘untied’ nature of the funds provides an opportunity to undertake 
activities that cannot be picked up through other funding sources.  Finally, having 
a dedicated source of funds is a powerful tool to engage other partners in renewal 
activities.   
Another important aspect of having a dedicated pool of funds to respond to 
disadvantaged areas has been an intention to use these funds in a strategic way to 
‘bend’ mainstream funding programs to better respond to the problems of those 
areas (AMION, 2010).  As Smith (1999) notes:   
There are identifiable geographical areas that suffer disproportionately 
from problems.  This places mainstream programmes under pressure so 
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that they operate less effectively than in other, more affluent areas and 
something ‘extra’ is therefore needed (1999: 4).   
However, there is also a potential downside to having dedicated funding.  The 
experience of neighbourhood renewal in the UK highlighted several key lessons 
associated with allocating ‘special purpose’ funds for area-based initiatives 
(AMION, 2010; SEU, 1998, 2000, 2001).  In particular, the availability of 
dedicated funds had the potential to ‘distract’ attention from how existing 
resources in mainstream programs were being applied within renewal areas.  One 
of the main findings of the UK work was that the history of regeneration 
expenditure was one of marginal and tied resource flows that had contributed to 
fragmentation and lack of sustainability of action on the ground.  Indeed, 
regeneration funding may have been used to prop up main programs when the 
real need is to rethink and refocus them (DETR, 2000b).  One of the reports from 
the UK Cabinet Office at the time indicated the following:   
Area initiatives – special pots of money for deprived areas – have often 
been seen as the Government’s main weapon for turning around deprived 
areas.  But this is the wrong role for them.  This view has encouraged a 
confusion of responsibilities between area initiatives and core public 
services … area initiatives have sometimes ended up funding activities 
which are actually the responsibility of core public services (SEU, 2000: 
29).   
The response to these issues in the UK was to place a greater emphasis on 
integrating mainstream and special purpose funding arrangements.  There were 
three intentions to this emphasis.  The first intention was the redirection of 
relevant discretionary mainstream funding streams to target the most deprived 
areas. These comprise monies that do not automatically follow need.  The second 
intention was the use of mainstream spending either as support for new and 
innovative projects in renewal areas or to provide continued funding once other 
funding (such as dedicated renewal funding) is no longer available.  The third 
intention was the adoption of new modes of delivery and building on examples of 
good practice from renewal- funded activity in the renewal areas (AMION, 
2010).   
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High-quality planning 
Over a long period of time, planning had become a critical element of most 
place-based programs, particularly for neighbourhood renewal or regeneration 
initiatives in the UK context (see for example Local Government Association, 
1998; DETR, 2000a, 2000b).  Since the introduction of the UK’s National 
Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal (NSNR), a strong emphasis has been place 
on developing a Local Neighbourhood Renewal Strategy (LNRS) for areas 
subject to regeneration.  A study reviewing the LNRSs concluded the following: 
Neighbourhood renewal is not just another special programme.  It is 
meant to be a catalyst for, not a distraction from, achieving more 
fundamental change in the way that agencies operate and work together.  
LNRSs therefore need to be seen as key documents towards the planning 
and delivery of improved services in the most deprived areas and 
communities.  To be effective, they must be closely linked with and 
supported by Community Strategies (ODPM, 2004: 27).   
The study also highlighted the importance of ‘an analysis of the factors affecting 
deprivation, including those external to the neighbourhoods themselves arising 
from the wider social, economic and policy contexts’ (ODPM, 2004, 27).  It was 
also indicated that these plans needed to evidence-based and show a clear link 
from analysis of needs to strategic priorities, activities and outcomes.   
Implications arising from the Community Renewal Program 
From the data analysis in the previous Chapter, two broad points can be made in 
relation to this place-based governance principle.  First, the CRP funding 
allocated to the nominated areas was a very important component of the program.  
There was a high degree of flexibility in how the funds could be applied with the 
intention that the funding be directed to community priorities.  The availability of 
a dedicated source of funds (approximately $3million over three years for each 
renewal area) was also an important factor in the Program being taken seriously 
by stakeholders.   
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However, the previous Chapter’s findings identified a number of problems with 
CRP funding.  These included the complex or convoluted nature of the program 
funding processes (including long timeframes and a lack of transparency), lack of 
linkage to other government funding programs and tensions in funding priorities.  
Perhaps the most challenging of these issues was that the extent to which CRP 
funding could link with other government funding programs (one of the 
intentions of the program) was limited.  From the data analysis it was recognised 
that there was a need for better alignment between the CRP and mainstream 
programs and this is an issue widely recognised in the regeneration literature, 
particularly that from the UK (AMOIN, 2010).  The difficulties in addressing this 
challenge in the CRP were exacerbated by an institutional design ‘gap’ discussed 
earlier – there was no mechanism to bring together CRP managers with managers 
of other funding programs at a central (head office) level to create better links 
between the programs.  In addition, the long timeframes of CRP funding 
processes also made this task more difficult.   
The second point to be made concerns community action planning in the 
program.  CAPs were envisaged as a key tool for program implementation, 
especially to guide funding allocation.  However, the quality of the CAPs varied 
considerably.  In particular, there was a lack of an overarching framework and 
methodology to guide the development of the CAPs.  In this context there was 
insufficient attention to the flow of existing resources and services in each of the 
renewal areas and an inability to link to other government agencies planning 
processes.  Figure 31 below provides an example of a more strategic and 
systematic approach to developing a local renewal strategy.   
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Figure 31: Key stages in development of a Local Renewal Strategy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Walsh & Butler (2002: 174) 
3. Identify & 
understand 
problems of renewal 
areas 
• Collection of base-line 
data.   
• Identify key problems 
and issues for area.   
5. Analysis of key 
problems and causes 
• Develop an analysis & 
understanding of the 
causes of key problems 
affecting the area.   
4. Identify opportunities & 
capacities in the renewal 
area 
• Identify key assets & 
capacities.   
• Identify potential to improve 
existing services.   
• Identify potential of other 
programs.   
6. Prioritising issues and negotiating 
objectives 
• Formalise establishment of CRG 
• Validate identification of issues & capacities.   
• Negotiate priority issues and problems.   
• Negotiate and rank alternative options for 
responding to priority issues.   
• Negotiate and agree a set of focused 
objectives for CRP intervention in the area.   
• Set targets for each objective.   
7. Implementation 
• Communication and negotiation of 
renewal objectives.   
• Identify establishment projects.   
• Develop project proposals for each 
objective.   
• On-going assessment of proposals.   
8. Monitoring and review 
• Annual monitoring of renewal area 
against targets.   
• Annual review of Renewal Area 
Strategy.   
D
EG
R
EE
 A
N
D
 N
A
TU
R
E 
O
F 
C
O
M
M
U
N
IT
Y 
PA
R
TI
C
IP
A
TI
O
N 
C
on
su
lta
tio
n 
N
eg
ot
ia
tio
n 
D
ec
is
io
n-
m
ak
in
g 
M
on
ito
rin
g 
1. Area endorsement 
• Provisional selection of areas 
• Engage Govtt agencies 
• Engage with Councils 
• Recommendation to Cabinet 
2. Renewal establishment 
• Put Program staff in place.   
• Engage Govt agencies.   
• Formalise links to local Council.   
• Establishing an interim Community 
Advisory Committee.   In
iti
at
io
n 
Production and 
endorsement of a 
Local Renewal 
Plan 
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CONCLUSION 
This Chapter has sought to integrate theoretical governance perspectives 
(outlined in Chapter Three) with the secondary analysis of qualitative data from 
the first phase of the CRP implementation (outlined in Chapter Five) to arrive at 
a set of six place-based governance principles.  These principles are summarised 
in Table 16 below.   
Table 16: Place-based governance principles 
1. Place-based governance requires attention to both the macro context 
and the local context in understanding the dynamics and reproduction 
of spatial disadvantage in particular localities.   
2. The state has a central role in place-based governance arrangements 
in leading and responding to spatial disadvantage but a high degree of 
both vertical and horizontal integration by state actors is required.   
3. Genuine local community participation in place-based governance 
arrangements is required for responding to spatial disadvantage.   
4. The institutional design of place-based governance arrangements is 
important in order to maximise communication and cooperation 
amongst a multitude of actors involved in responding to spatial 
disadvantage.   
5. Place-based governance requires state actors to adopt new ways of 
collaborative working to engage the local community and to synthesise 
local knowledge with expert knowledge to respond to area 
disadvantage.   
6. A range of state-sanctioned place-based governance instruments 
including resources and high quality planning are required in 
developing effective responses to spatial disadvantage.   
The intention in deriving these principles has been to inform future policy and 
practice in responding to areas of concentrated disadvantage with a particular 
focus on the governance arrangements required to do this effectively.  In this 
way, the CRP can be seen as a valuable case study in responding to spatial 
disadvantage.   
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to the development of place-based 
governance theory in the context of responding to local disadvantaged areas.  
From Chapter Two it can be seen that the Australian experience of responding to 
spatial disadvantage is limited, particularly compared to other OECD countries.  
Within the Australian context, this thesis seeks to add to existing knowledge 
about the governance of place-based initiatives in order to inform theory as well 
as future policy and practice in this area.   
The thesis draws upon a synthesis of theoretical propositions together with 
insights from empirical data to arrive at a set of six place-based governance 
principles.  The empirical data has been derived from the secondary analysis of 
qualitative data from the implementation of the first phase of the CRP over the 
period 1998-2001.   
This final Chapter re-visits the key research questions identified earlier in the 
thesis and integrates these with the main research findings in order to provide an 
enhanced understanding of the governance of place-based initiatives to respond 
to spatial disadvantage within the Australian context.  Following this, the 
theoretical implications of the place-based governance principles are explored in 
terms of how the nine theoretical propositions from Chapter Three correspond to 
the six principles identified.  This Chapter also identifies how the research has 
made an original contribution to knowledge, the potential policy and practice 
implication, the limitations of the research and implications for further research.   
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RE-VISITING THE KEY RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
This thesis set out two key research questions for examination as follows:   
RQ1 What can be learnt from an analysis of the implementation of the first 
phase of the Community Renewal Program over the period 1998 to 2001 
in terms of governance arrangements to respond to neighbourhoods with 
high levels of social disadvantage?   
RQ2 On that basis, what are the public policy and practice implications for 
government in accommodating appropriate local governance 
arrangements for implementing new and/or emerging renewal strategies?   
Within these two broad research questions, there were a series of more specific 
sub-questions to be explored, including:   
 How can we understand the policy and institutional constraints on 
government’s participation in local governance arrangements for 
renewing disadvantaged areas?   
 What were the key roles and institutional arrangements involved in the 
governance of Community Renewal?   
 How were some of the tensions and issues involved in governance 
managed and resolved?   
The following sections outline how the two key research questions for this thesis 
have been addressed as well as the sub-questions.   
RQ1: What can be learnt from an analysis of the implementation of the 
first phase of the Community Renewal Program over the period 
1998 to 2001 in terms of governance arrangements to respond to 
neighbourhoods with high levels of social disadvantage?   
The key findings and lessons from the analysis of the implementation of the first 
phase of the CRP are represented by the six place-based governance principles 
developed in the previous Chapter.  In summary, these findings and lessons are as 
follows.   
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First, the areas targeted by the CRP were subject to a set of complex macro and 
local factors that led to the dynamics and reproduction of spatial disadvantage 
that also posed challenges for governance arrangements to respond to it.  In order 
to adequately respond to this place-based disadvantage it is essential to 
understand these dynamics by drawing upon expert as well as local, community 
knowledge.  The previous Chapter has presented a preliminary model as a step 
towards developing such an understanding (see Figures 27 to 30).  
Second, government had a central role in the governance of the CRP.  Contrary 
to the thesis that we are now witnessing ‘governance without government’ 
(Rhodes, 1997a) the CRP provides a case study of governance with government.  
Not only was the CRP established by government, government retained a 
responsibility for meta-governance or the ‘government of governance’ (Bell & 
Hindmoor, 2009).  However, the other aspect to this was that the CRP was 
subject to extensive bureaucratic control which hampered effective 
implementation.  This bureaucratic control was particularly reflected in the 
complex and convoluted nature of the program’s funding processes and this was 
a key theme from the secondary analysis.   
The third key finding to highlight is the crucial importance of genuine 
community participation in efforts to address disadvantaged areas.  For the CRP, 
the main vehicle to achieve community participation was the CRGs.  Local CRP 
staff played an important role in facilitating participation in these groups.  
However, these groups were found to be not reflective of the broader community 
and there were problems with their accountability back to the broader 
community.  There was an over-reliance on the CRGs to achieve community 
participation.  This place-based governance principle highlights the importance 
of providing multiple avenues for the local community to have an active and 
meaningful role in implementation whereby local residents and others have 
genuine input into decision-making.   
Fourth, perhaps one of the central findings is that, drawing upon institutionalist 
analysis, the governance arrangements for the CRP had institutional design 
‘gaps’ at two levels.  The first level was that there were no institutional 
mechanisms that brought together key stakeholder groups at the local level.  In 
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particular, there was no coming together of CRGs with the RMFs to deliberate 
over CRP implementation at the local level.  These were both key stakeholder 
groups who played important roles in the CRP.  Without a mechanism to 
facilitate face-to-face communication between these two groups, tensions arose 
which eroded trust particularly for CRG members who were already suspicious 
of government.   
The second level at which there was an institutional design gap was at the central 
level.  The CRP provided dedicated but time-limited funding for each renewal 
area.  The intention was that the program would seek to combine with other 
government funding programs to sustain improvements in local renewal 
communities.  However, there was no institutional mechanism that brought 
together managers of the CRP with the managers of other government funding 
programs at a head office level (which is where program funding decisions are 
usually made in government).  Hence, the opportunity to combine with other 
funding programs was hampered.   
Fifth, because the state plays a key role in place-based governance, reconfigured 
ways of collaborative working on the part of state actors is required.  In the 
context of traditional bureaucratic ways of working, a stronger emphasis on 
engagement, facilitation and community development skills is required.  This 
also includes an ability to recognise and value local, community knowledge and 
to synthesise this knowledge with expert knowledge in order to understand the 
dynamics of spatial disadvantage.   
Finally, the importance of place-based governance instruments is highlighted 
from the study findings.  These instruments include dedicated resources and 
high-quality planning in order to develop effective responses to place 
disadvantage.  High-quality planning involves developing a coherent and robust 
methodology for identifying and negotiating local priorities as well as mapping 
the flow of existing resources and services in the area.  From the previous 
principles it follows that the optimal approach to planning would have a strong 
communicative focus, allowing room for extensive community input in 
governance arrangements that facilitate interaction amongst stakeholders 
involved.   
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The six place-based governance principles developed in the previous Chapter 
represent the key lessons to be garnered from the first phase of the CRP 
implementation.   
RQ2: What are the public policy and practice implications for 
government in accommodating appropriate local governance 
arrangements for implementing new and/or emerging renewal 
strategies?   
In response to this research question, there are several policy and practice 
implications to highlight from this study.  First, one of the key findings of this 
thesis is the importance of institutional design in governance arrangements for 
initiatives to respond to spatial disadvantage.  The institutional design of 
governance arrangements needs to create spaces for all key stakeholders to 
interact, communicate and deliberate at a local and/or regional level on the 
implementation of area initiatives to respond to spatial disadvantage.  This could 
be achieved through the use of mechanisms such as regular, open forums that 
provide opportunities for the exploration of issues, deliberative dialogue and 
securing mutual agreement.  The institutional design of governance arrangements 
for these initiatives also needs to create a strong connection between these 
initiatives and mainstream programs at a central level to better align purpose and 
efforts across programs.  This adjustment could be achieved through regular, 
strategic dialogue between senior program managers across relevant programs to 
ensure alignment of planning and resource allocation cycles to more effectively 
harness the commitment of program managers in responding to targeted areas.   
Second, this thesis also highlights the crucial importance of ensuring genuine 
community participation and a role in decision-making in the governance of 
initiatives to respond to spatial disadvantage.  To achieve such authentic 
community participation several elements are required.  Providing adequate 
resourcing and support to facilitate community input is important.  This case 
study of the CRP highlights the significance of having local staff with 
community development skills in order to better support particularly local 
residents in their participation.  However, it is also important to have multiple 
engagement strategies and avenues available to allow people to participate.  In 
particular, involving groups who may be hard to reach, such as young people and 
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those from culturally diverse backgrounds, may indicate the need for targeted 
forums or other processes to involve those groups.  This might mean exploring 
the use of non-traditional, and less-comfortable engagement approaches.   
Third, this thesis also highlights the need to build the state’s capacity to better 
participate in and provide guidance to the governance of place-based initiatives.  
There are two elements to this implication.  One is to ensure there is a research 
capacity within government to examine and understand the macro dynamics of 
spatial disadvantage and to combine this understanding with local, community 
knowledge to guide priority-setting.  This may mean either having in-house 
research staff or commissioning it externally to ensure there is a strong evidence-
based approach to program efforts.  Another aspect to this capacity building is to 
put in place robust methodologies/measures to ensure high-quality local area 
planning for any initiative to respond to spatial disadvantage (DETR, 2000a; 
Wates, 2000).  Such an approach is depicted in Figure 31.   
Fourth, alongside of building government capacity, there is also a need to build 
community capacity and community infrastructure to enable community 
participation in place governance.  Building community capacity may involve 
intensive training and on-going support to build community skills, knowledge 
and leadership capability.  From the findings of this study, a particular focus 
would be on developing a sound understanding of government processes for local 
residents.  In terms of community infrastructure, it is critical to establish local 
institutions such as CRG-type mechanisms to enable community participation, 
particularly from local residents.  However, the findings from this research also 
indicate the importance of using multiple engagement strategies to gain the 
perspectives of those population groups who do not necessarily participate in 
established processes.   
As well as being informed by the empirical analysis, the place-based governance 
principles are established upon theoretical underpinnings derived from the nine 
theoretical governance propositions outlined in Chapter Three.  The following 
section examines these theoretical implications and the concordance between the 
theoretical governance propositions and the place-based governance principles.   
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THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS OF PLACE-BASED GOVERNANCE 
PRINCIPLES 
This section has two key aims.  The first is to examine the concordance between 
the nine theoretical governance propositions developed in Chapter Three and the 
six place-based governance principles identified in the previous Chapter.  Such 
an examination will identify the strength of correspondence between the 
theoretical propositions with the six principles, based upon the empirical analysis 
from Chapter Five in order to establish the theoretical basis of the principles.  
The second aim is to explore which of the governance propositions had no 
apparent concordance with the principles and possible reasons for this.  Hence, 
there are two questions to explore: first, how do the theoretical propositions relate 
to or inform the place-based principles based upon the empirical data analysis; 
and second, which theoretical propositions do not provide traction from the 
empirical data and why might this be the case.   
How do the theoretical propositions relate to place-based 
principles? 
Figure 32 below indicates the concordance between the nine theoretical 
propositions developed in Chapter Three and the six place-based governance 
principles based on synthesising the empirical data with the theoretical 
exposition.  There are three types of concordance between the propositions and 
the principles: those where there is a reasonably clear relationship; those where 
there is a weaker relationship; and those where there is no apparent relationship.  
In Figure 32, the solid arrows indicate a clear relationship and the dotted arrows 
indicate a weaker relationship.  There are two propositions where there is no 
apparent relationship and these are discussed further below.   
Place-based governance Principle 1 (1P) corresponds to the first theoretical 
proposition related to complexity of social problems.  However, other aspects of 
this theoretical proposition were less clear, such as the nature of social change 
and the extent to which society is characterised by post-modern conditions 
(Bogason, 2000).  This is not to say that these theoretical aspects of the 
proposition are not relevant but rather the empirical data did not provide a clear 
indication of how these aspects might apply.   
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Figure 32: Concordance between theoretical propositions and place-based governance principles 
 
 
 
Theoretical Governance Propositions 
1. Governance takes place in a societal and system context that is 
characterised by complexity arising from the nature of social change 
and the nature of social problems in a society context characterised 
by post-modern conditions.   
2. The state is a central actor in governance arrangements in 
undertaking collective action to address complex societal problems 
but the state also relies on a broad range of other non-state actors to 
achieve governance goals.   
3. It is possible for people to come together and to cooperate in order to 
undertake collective action to address complex social problems.   
4. Actors are not just self-serving, rational ‘utility maximisers’ acting on 
the basis of an instrumental rationality but are capable of a 
communicative rationality.   
5. Actors involved in governance have agency but they do not have 
unlimited freedom – actors enact structure while structure constrains 
them and both evolve together through time and space.   
6. Institutions, understood as a combination of implementation 
structures, instruments and resources, are critical when it comes to 
governance but they require legitimisation and authorisation by the 
state.   
7. Networks are an important and legitimate form of governance but 
they operate ‘in the shadow of hierarchy’.   
8. Interaction, communication and constructive engagement of those 
involved are fundamental requirements for governance 
arrangements.   
9. Because the state is a central actor in governance arrangements, 
different ways of working, recognising different forms of knowledge 
are required by state actors.   
 
Place-Based Governance Principles 
1P. Place-based governance requires attention to both the macro 
context and the local context in understanding the dynamics 
and reproduction of spatial disadvantage in particular localities.   
2P. The state has a central role in place-based governance 
arrangements in leading and responding to spatial 
disadvantage but a high degree of both vertical and horizontal 
integration by state actors is required.   
3P. Genuine local community participation in place-based 
governance arrangements is required for responding to spatial 
disadvantage.   
4P. The institutional design of place-based governance 
arrangements is important in order to maximise communication 
and cooperation amongst a multitude of actors involved in 
responding to spatial disadvantage.   
5P. Place-based governance requires state actors to adopt new 
ways of collaborative working to engage the local community 
and to synthesise local knowledge with expert knowledge to 
respond to area disadvantage.   
6.P A range of state-sanctioned place-based governance 
instruments including resources and high quality planning are 
required in developing effective responses to spatial 
disadvantage.   
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Similarly, place-based governance Principle 2 (2P) corresponds well to the 
second theoretical proposition related to the role of the state (Bell & Hindmore, 
2009; Whitehead, 2003), including the issue of the state needing to rely on other 
non-state actors to achieve governance goals.   
Place-based governance Principle 3 (3P) is informed by two of the theoretical 
proposition to varying extents.  First, this principle corresponds well with the 
theoretical proposition relating to the importance of communication, interaction 
and constructive engagement of those involved (the eighth proposition) (Fischer, 
2003; Fox & Miller, 1995; Healey, 1997; Innes & Booher, 2010).  Both the 
CRGs and the RMFs were important vehicles to facilitate this, although there 
were also some limitations (discussed next).  Second, this principle was 
somewhat more weakly related to the third theoretical proposition regarding 
cooperation to undertake collective action (Ostrom, 1990).  Once again, the 
CRGs and RMFs demonstrated this possibility.  However, the reason for the 
somewhat weaker association with the third theoretical proposition is due to the 
high levels of facilitation, particularly by local CRP staff, to manage the 
functioning of these groups including managing local conflicts and local politics, 
especially within the CRGs.   
Place-based governance Principle 4 (4P) is related to several theoretical 
propositions, again to varying degrees.  This principle corresponds well with the 
sixth theoretical proposition about the importance of institutions and it also 
corresponds to the eighth proposition about interaction, communication and 
engagement of those involved.  However, principle 4 highlights the importance 
of institutional design of place-based governance arrangements (Ostrom, 2005).  
One of the key findings from this thesis has been the institutional design 
‘deficiency’ for the CRP whereby there was no mechanism to bring together the 
CRGs and RMFs at a local/regional level or CRP managers with other program 
managers at a central level.  This principle also reinforces the theoretical 
proposition about the importance of face-to-face communication by all 
stakeholders involved in place-based governance.  Once again, there is a weaker 
association with the third theoretical proposition about cooperation for the 
reasons identified above.   
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Place-based governance Principle 5 (5P) corresponds well with the ninth 
theoretical proposition regarding state actors adopting new ways of working and 
recognising different forms of knowledge (Adams, 2004; Hess & Adams, 2002, 
2007; Flyvbjerg, 2001; Salamon, 2002).  This principle highlights the importance 
of synthesising local, community knowledge with expert knowledge as discussed 
earlier in Principle 1.  It also highlights the importance of state actors adopting 
new and different skills in working with local communities to achieve 
governance goals.  There is a weaker association between this principle and the 
fourth theoretical proposition about communicative rationality.  This weaker 
association is largely due to the lack of institutional mechanisms to facilitate 
communication amongst key stakeholders as already discussed in Principle 4.   
Finally, place-based governance Principle 6 (6P) corresponds with the sixth 
theoretical proposition relating to institutions in place-based governance (Ostrom, 
2005).  This principle highlights the importance of place-based governance 
instruments (Peters, 2014) including resources and high-quality planning in 
responding to area disadvantage.   
From this discussion it can be seen that the six place-based governance principles 
have a strong theoretical and empirical basis as a contribution to the development 
of place-based governance theory and practice.  However, this discussion also 
raises questions of which theoretical propositions were not helpful and why that 
might be the case.   
Which theoretical propositions do not provide empirical 
traction? 
There were two theoretical propositions that did not provide traction from the 
empirical data.  The first was structuration theory (theoretical proposition 5) and 
the second was network management theory (theoretical proposition 7).  The 
reasons for why these propositions lacked utility are both similar and slightly 
different for each.   
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Structuration Theory 
In the synthesis of the theoretical propositions with the empirical data, Giddens’ 
(1984) structuration theory (Proposition 5) did not emerge as a useful explanatory 
framework.  This was largely because of the abstract nature of the theory which 
does not provide empirical utility, an issue raised by others (Gregson, 1989; 
Hardcastle, 2005; Lipscomb, 2006).  This was certainly the case for the 
secondary analysis conducted for this thesis.  Giddens himself describes the 
relationship between structuration theory and empirical research in the following 
way:   
… while structuration theory touches at many points upon the conduct of 
social research, it is not a research programme.  As I have often remarked 
before, its concepts should be regarded as sensitizing devices, to be used 
in a selective way in thinking about research questions or interpreting 
findings.  They do not furnish a distinctive research programme … 
(Giddens, 1991: 213).   
Although a number of others have found structuration theory a fruitful 
framework for research (see for example, Burns, Englund & Gerdin, 2010; 
Busco, 2009; Coad & Herbert, 2009; Conrad, 2014; Dear & Moos, 1986), this 
was not the case for the empirical data for this thesis.  This situation most likely 
reflects the limitations of the original data collection which is the basis of the 
secondary analysis for this thesis.  The original research had a very limited pre-
theoretical orientation.  Hence, the original data collection did not inquire into 
issues or aspects that may have relevance for interrogating structuration theory as 
a potentially useful explanatory framework for place-based governance to 
respond to spatial disadvantage.   
Whilst this is a limitation of this research, it also provides an indication of the 
importance of Yin’s (1989, 2014) recommendation of the importance of outlining 
a set of theoretical propositions from the outset that relate to the case under 
examination as a means of theory building.  Although this thesis has followed 
Yin’s recommendation by outlining a set of theoretical propositions in Chapter 
Three prior to data analysis, the theory building nature of the analysis has been 
hampered by the limitations of the original data collection exercise.  This 
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indicates one of the key problems with the secondary analysis of qualitative data 
– the original data collection designed to answer one set of research questions 
might not lend itself to answering a different set of research questions.   
Network Management Theory 
In a similar way, network management theory (Proposition 7) did not emerge as a 
useful tool for the synthesis of the empirical data.  This is largely because the 
various groups involved in Community Renewal, such as the CRGs and the 
RMFs, were not networks as such.  These groups can be better understood as 
institutions in the sense of what Peters (2014) calls ‘implementation structures’.  
Keast and colleagues describe networks as ‘flexible in that they allow actors from 
a range of sectors to form and reform into action arenas to respond to existing 
and emergent issues’ (Keast, et al., 2006).  Whilst the various groups involved in 
the CRP may have displayed some network-like features in their operation, it was 
difficult to determine the extent of that from the empirical data.   
Once again, this finding reflects the limitations of the original data collection 
which did not inquire into the extent that the various groups involved in the CRP 
functioned as networks.  Hence, there was an absence of this issue in the 
empirical data.  Future research on place-based governance for spatial 
disadvantage could focus more strongly on how network management theory 
might provide a useful explanatory perspective.   
Generalisability of place-based principles? 
A key question relates to the extent to which the six pace-based principles might 
be generalisable to a range of place-based initiatives or whether they are 
particular to the case presented here – the Community Renewal Program as a 
state government response to urban disadvantage in particular localities.  It is 
difficult to make any firm statement as to the generalisability of the findings 
presented in this thesis.  The six place-based principles have been derived from a 
synthesis of, first, nine theoretical propositions with, second, an empirical 
analysis of qualitative data from the first phase of implementation of the CRP.  
Indeed, as previously indicated, one of the key limitations of a reliance upon the 
secondary analysis of an existing qualitative data set for this case was that the 
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original data collection did not readily allow for an adequate analysis to indicate 
whether theoretical propositions 5 and 7 had traction.  The lack of apparent 
traction of these two propositions does not necessarily invalidate them.  Rather, 
this situation indicates limitations of the original data collection exercise.  This 
sort of limitation is a particular feature of the case considered here and could well 
be different in an analysis of other cases of place-based initiatives to respond to 
spatial disadvantage.  Because of this, the findings presented here are not 
generalizable.  However, it could be worthwhile to test the veracity of both the 
nine theoretical propositions and the related place-based principles in further 
research and subsequent analysis.   
Relationship between governance/place/disadvantage 
This thesis has put forward a set of six place-based principles to respond to 
spatial disadvantage.  The relationship between the three broad concepts of 
governance, place and disadvantage is shown below in Figure 33.   
Figure 33: Relationship between governance/place disadvantage 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Governance 
Place Disadvantage 
Six Place-Based Governance 
Principles to respond to spatial 
disadvantage 
280 
 
From Figure 33, it can be seen that the six place-based governance principles lie 
at the point of intersection of governance, place and disadvantage.  Not all forms 
of disadvantage are primarily of a spatial nature.  For example, educational 
disadvantage or disadvantage as a result of race/ethnicity, whilst likely to have 
some type of spatial manifestation, have a primary focus in other systems.  
Similarly, not all places are disadvantaged and not all disadvantaged people live 
in disadvantage places.  However, as shown in this thesis, there are some places 
that do have a disproportionate concentration of disadvantage.  In terms of 
governance, there are many types of social issues for public action that require 
some type of collective response (for example, homelessness).  The model 
presented here does not necessarily apply to governance of other broader 
(essentially trans-spatial) issues or forms of disadvantage.  It is at the point of 
intersection of the three broad concepts of governance, place and disadvantage 
that these principles apply.  That is, the principles do not seek to address the 
governance of other non-spatial forms of disadvantage or other public policy 
issues in general.   
ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE 
This research has contributed to knowledge about place-based governance to 
respond to spatial disadvantage in several ways.  First, the research has shown 
that, in comparison to other OECD countries, Australian public policy has very 
limited experience in responding to areas of concentrated disadvantage.  Whilst 
there have been some attempts to respond by state housing authorities, such the 
CRP in Queensland and Neighbourhood Renewal in Victoria, there has generally 
been a lack of national leadership on this issue.  This situation stands in stark 
contrast to countries such as the UK and the US who have had national programs 
to respond to urban poverty dating back to the post World War II era.  A 
combination of four factors were identified as an explanation for this apparent 
failure of Australian public policy: Australia’s welfare system that has favoured a 
people-focus rather than a place-focus; the lack of ongoing crises (such as urban 
riots); Australia’s federated system of government; and the lack of sustained 
research on spatial disadvantage.  If place-based governance to respond to spatial 
disadvantage is to secure a stronger foothold in Australian public policy, there 
will be a need to take into account these issues.   
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A second contribution has been the development of a new, integrative definition 
of governance and a set of theoretical propositions that flow from that definition.  
Here, the aim has been to synthesise a broad range of literatures to develop a 
theoretically ‘rich’ understanding of governance – one that is strongly grounded 
in a number of theoretical perspectives.   
Third, the research has identified a set of three interlinked, overarching themes 
that are important when responding to spatial disadvantage.  These are the 
importance of community participation, the role of local area planning and the 
importance of funding and resource allocation.  The intersecting point for each of 
these overarching themes is the sub-theme of ‘government linkage’ indicating the 
central role of the state in undertaking such responses.   
Fourth, the research has developed a model for understanding the combination of 
macro and local area factors in the production and reproduction of area 
disadvantage (see Figures 27 to 30 from Chapter Six).  These provide a touch 
stone for policy makers, community members and others charged with the 
responsibility for place based initiatives.  This is a preliminary model which 
would benefit from further research and testing.   
Finally, from integrating the theoretical propositions with the empirical data, the 
research has developed a set of six place-based governance principles.  The 
intention here is to inform theory on place-based governance and inform future 
policy and program efforts to respond to area disadvantage.  The principles 
enunciated in this thesis extend current theory and practice by providing a 
theoretically-informed and empirically-based foundation for the governance of 
place-based initiatives to respond to area disadvantage in Australia.   
LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH 
There were some limitations and challenges for this research.  First, the research 
methodology relied on the secondary analysis of qualitative data from a broad 
range of stakeholders.  One of the limitations of this approach is that the original 
data collection, upon which the secondary analysis relies, may not sufficiently 
inquire into issues of interest for the secondary analysis.  This was the case, for 
example, in relation to the extent to which the various groups involved in the 
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CRP functioned as networks.  The original data collection did not inquire into 
this issue and, hence, there was no empirical data to support network 
management theory as a potentially useful theoretical framework.   
Second, although the sample size of participants was quite large for a qualitative 
study, it could have been useful to explore how quantitative methods could also 
be incorporated in more of a mixed-methods design.  For example, there have 
long been quantitative tools to measure different aspects of community life such 
as ‘sense of community cohesion’ (Buckner, 1988).  The use of validated, 
quantitative tools such as those would, in all likelihood, strengthen the research.  
However, consideration would need to be given to the feasibility and cost 
involved in using such tools.   
Third, the research was cross-sectional in that the data collection was taken at 
one point in time.  It could have been interesting to explore the extent to which 
perspectives might have changed over time and the reasons for those changes.   
Fourth, the research relied on the participation of stakeholders involved in the 
CRP.  It could have been interesting to explore how those not involved (such as 
local residents not involved with CRGs) made sense of what was happening 
through the program.   
That said, limitations aside, the thesis has delivered some important insights and 
these are important in shaping the current and future policy agenda and practice 
of place-governance to respond to spatial disadvantage.  A mitigating factor to 
these limitations is that the research has drawn upon a large sample size of over 
200 participants from diverse perspectives.  The sample size for this research 
considerably exceeds what is considered to be an adequate sample for 
predominately qualitative research (Dworkin, 2012; Mason, 2010; Morse, 2000; 
Thomson, 2011).   
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
This thesis indicates a number of areas where further research would be useful.  
First, because Australian public policy has limited experience in responding to 
spatial disadvantage, it would be useful to develop a much better understanding 
of the causes and consequences of area disadvantage.  There has been some 
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significant work undertaken on this issue in the UK and US and that scholarship 
provides an opportunity for Australian researchers to build upon it and adapt it to 
the local context.  Whilst there has been some research undertaken on this issue 
through the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute (see for example 
Pawson et al, 2012; Pawson & Herath, 2015; Ware et al, 2010) a more concerted 
research effort could be beneficial.  Without a sound understanding of the causes 
and consequences of spatial disadvantage, it is difficult to mount effective 
responses to it.   
Related to the causes of spatial disadvantage, a second area for further research 
would be to test the ‘neighbourhood effects’ thesis in an Australian context.  The 
key question is, whether in disadvantaged neighbourhoods, inequalities are 
essentially compositional, with individuals’ well-being depending on their own 
characteristics (or their family’s) or whether a concentration of disadvantaged 
groups in particular areas gives rise to externalities that impact adversely on well-
being.  There is an extensive body of overseas (especially US) research on this 
issue but little from an Australian perspective.   
A third area for further research would be to undertake longitudinal research 
within several locations over time in order to gauge changes in both individuals 
and the functioning of the area, as well as to determine what caused those 
changes.  A longitudinal design over a period of some years would enable 
multiple measures to be taken in order to gain a better understanding of those 
patterns of change.  Such a design could incorporate both qualitative and 
quantitative data collection components.   
Further research on the dynamics of spatial disadvantage within the Australian 
context presents an exciting opportunity to improve the lives of children, young 
people and families living in areas of entrenched disadvantage.  This thesis 
presents a contribution to that endeavour.   
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APPENDIX 1: Focus group questions from the original research 
Outcomes and achievements at Program, Renewal area and Project levels:   
• What have been the main achievements and outcomes of the Community 
Renewal Program?   
• What has changed as a result of Community Renewal activity in this area 
(positive and/or negative changes, intended and/or unintended changes)?   
• To what extent are these changes sustainable?   
• What projects have been effective?  How have they been effective and why?   
• To what extent has Community Renewal had an impact on crime in the 
renewal area (both real and perceived)? 
• Has Community Renewal improved the safety and security of people and 
property in the renewal area?  How and why?   
• To what extent have socially and economically disadvantaged residents been 
better integrated into broader community and economic networks and 
systems?  How and why?   
• Has access by local people to community services and facilities they require 
improved as a result of Community Renewal in the area?  How and why?   
• To what extent has Community Renewal been able to strengthen and expand 
opportunities for young people?  How and why?   
• To what extent has Community Renewal improved neighbourhood amenity?  
How and why?   
Partnership approaches:   
• What partnerships have been formed through the Community Renewal 
Program?  Are these effective?  How and why?   
• What is required to create meaningful partnerships for the purposes of 
Community Renewal?   
• What are the main barriers and impediments to creating effective 
partnerships?   
• What have been the primary benefits and the costs of partnerships?   
Funding arrangements:   
• What do you think should be the focus and purpose of Community Renewal 
funding?   
• Can it be more effective?  If so, how?   
• How adequate/rigorous is the process for assessing project funding 
applications?  To what extent is account taken of other possible funding 
sources in assessing applications?   
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• To what extent has Community Renewal project funding been able to attract 
other contributions (cash or in-kind) for projects or activities in this area?  
(Note:  contributions could be from the local community, local councils, 
businesses, other departments, non-government organisations).   
• How does Community Renewal Project funding relate to other resource 
allocation processes either within DoH or within other Government agencies?   
• How does Community Renewal funding fit with other funding programs 
administered by other departments?   
• To what extent has Community Renewal expenditure been directed to 
projects and activities that have lasting and positive impacts on the 
communities? 
Coordination and integration:   
• Across what issues/areas is there a need for improved coordination and 
integration?  Who needs to be involved in these efforts?   
• What are the main barriers and impediments to improved coordination and 
integration?  What is needed to overcome these barriers (structures, 
mechanisms, forms of communication, relationship issues, etc)?   
• Has there been improved coordination and integration as a result of 
Community Renewal in terms of:   
 Planning 
 Resource allocation 
 Service delivery? 
• If not, why?  If so, how has this been achieved?   
Innovation in service delivery:   
• Are there examples of where Community Renewal has facilitated innovative 
approaches to meeting local needs?  Why are they innovative?   
• What is required to facilitate innovation in service delivery?   
• Have there been other forms of innovation associated with Community Renewal?  
If so, what are they and how are they innovative?   
• What are the main barriers and impediments to innovation?  How can these be 
overcome?   
• To what extent should fostering innovation be a key feature of the Community 
Renewal Program?   
Community involvement and capacity building:   
• To what extent has the community been involved in Community Renewal 
activities?   
• What are the main ways the community has been involved?   
• To what extent have the various mechanisms (eg Community Reference Groups) 
been effective in terms of community involvement?   
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• What other structures, strategies or mechanisms might be needed in order to 
improve community involvement?   
• Are there key groups within the community who have not been involved?   
• What are the main barriers and impediments to community involvement?   
Local economic development:   
• To what extent has Community Renewal activity led to improved local economic 
and enterprise development in and around the renewal areas?   
• To what extent have local businesses been involved in Community Renewal 
activities?   
• What sorts of strategies either have been tried or are needed to facilitate local 
economic development in the area?   
Community Action Planning:   
• How effective has the CAP process been in this area and/or in general terms?  In 
what ways has it been effective/ineffective?   
• What have been the main benefits of the CAP process in this area?   
• What have been the main deficiencies in the CAP process?  How can these be 
addressed?   
• To what extent is the CAP process an adequate mechanism for identifying 
community needs/issues and appropriate responses to those needs/issues?   
• To what extent has the CAP process been able to influence planning, resource 
allocation and service delivery priorities by other agencies (both government and 
non-government?  If so, how has this happened?  If not, what have been the 
barriers?   
Governance and Management arrangements 
• How effective have the various mechanisms been in steering the Community 
Renewal process in this area and/or at a broader level?  Why have they been 
effective and how?  (Note:  mechanisms include Project Control Groups, 
Community Reference Groups, RMFs, Crime Prevention Taskforce, etc).   
• Have these mechanisms provided a meaningful way for all relevant stakeholders 
to be involved?   
• What issues have challenged the effective working of these arrangements?   
• To what extent do the various mechanisms or groups work together?   
• What sorts of alternative arrangements could be put in place to better implement 
Community Renewal?   
Other Issues 
• How successful has Community Renewal been in adopting a whole-of-
government focus in its implementation?   
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• What have been the barriers and impediments to implementing a whole-of-
government approach?   
• How should Community Renewal relate to the Urban Renewal program?   
• What sort of role should elected members (State Parliament and/or local 
Councils) have in the implementation of Community Renewal?   
• Selection of areas: how has this been done.   
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APPENDIX 2.  Survey of Community Reference Groups 
The purpose of this survey is to collect information about the people who participate in X 
Community Reference Group meetings, and how you find the meetings.  This information is 
confidential, so please do not place your name on this form. 
This information will be used in the evaluation of the Community Renewal Program, and will 
also be presented back to your group. 
Thanks very much for taking the time to complete this survey.  Your assistance is much 
appreciated. 
1.  Do you live in the Community Renewal area? () 
 YES   θ  NO   θ (go to Q.2) 
If YES, how long have you lived in the area? 
Less than 1 year ..................................................................................... θ  (go to Q.3) 
1 – 5 years .............................................................................................. θ(go to Q.3) 
More than 5 years................................................................................... θ(go to Q.3) 
2. If NO (you are not a resident) you are involved in Community Renewal as a: 
Community Worker ......................................................................... θ1 
Local Government worker ................................................................ θ2 
State Government worker................................................................ θ3 
Elected representative ..................................................................... θ4 
Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) ................................. θ5 ________________________________________________ 
  
3.  How often do you come to a Community Reference Group 
meeting?  
I come to every meeting ..................................................................... θ1 
I come to meetings every two months................................................ θ2 
I come to meetings every 3 or 4 months  ............................................ θ3 
This is my first meeting ...................................................................... θ(go to Q.5) 
 
4. How many people usually attend these meetings? 
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less than 5 θ 5 – 10 peopleθ       11 – 20 people θ more than 20 θ 
  
5.  Over the last six months, how much time do you spend on 
Community Renewal activities each week?  Please include time 
spent in meetings, phone calls and other organising activities.  
Less than 2 hours each week .................................................................................. θ1 
2 – 5 hours each week ............................................................................................ θ2 
6 - 15 hours each week .......................................................................................... θ5 
16 - 30 hours each week......................................................................................... θ2 
More than 30 hours each week .............................................................................. θ6 
  
6.  Are you involved in other organisations or groups in the area?  
 YES   θ NO   θ (go to Q.7) 
If YES, what sorts of other organisations are you involved in? 
Parents & Citizens .................................................................................................. θ1 
Sporting Clubs ........................................................................................................ θ2 
Political Party ......................................................................................................... θ5 
Church groups ........................................................................................................ θ7 
Neighbourhood Watch ........................................................................................... θ2 
Welfare groups ...................................................................................................... θ5 
Cultural groups ...................................................................................................... θ6 
Other (PLEASE STATE) ........................................................................................... θ9 
 _________________________________________________________________________________  
7. I am clear about the role of the Community Reference Group - there is a 
statement of purpose and terms of reference for the group. 
 YES   θ   NO   θ   NOT SURE  θ  
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8. At the beginning of each meeting I am clear about what needs to be 
discussed: 
θ    θ θ    θ θ 
ALWAYS MOSTLY   SOMETIMES NOT OFTEN    NEVER 
 
9. The meetings are well run and there is enough time in meetings to discuss 
and decide on the most important issues: 
θ    θ θ    θ θ 
ALWAYS MOSTLY SOMETIMES NOT OFTEN    NEVER 
 
10. Everyone gets to have their say at meetings: 
θ    θ θ    θ θ 
ALWAYS MOSTLY SOMETIMES NOT OFTEN    NEVER 
 
11. When there is disagreement or conflict at the meeting, we can deal with it 
well: 
θ    θ θ    θ θ 
ALWAYS MOSTLY SOMETIMES NOT OFTEN    NEVER 
 
 
12. Now thinking about all the activities of the Community Renewal Program, how 
much better do you think things are in your area than they were before 
Community Renewal? 
Much Betterθ    Betterθ      The same θ      Worse θ          Much Worse θ 
 
13. If you think there have been changes to the local area because of Community 
Renewal, what is the ONE most significant change? (tick only one box) 
Knowing more people in the area .......................................................................... θ1 
Bringing different groups together ......................................................................... θ2 
More services for the community .......................................................................... θ2 
Making the area look better................................................................................... θ5 
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Providing jobs ........................................................................................................ θ2 
Having a say in government decisions .................................................................... θ5 
There have been no changes .................................................................................. θ5 
Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) ........................................................................................... θ6 
 ____________________________________________________________________  
 
The remaining questions are asked to identify who participates in these meetings.  
This information will be used to compare the make-up of the meetings with the 
population in each renewal area. 
14. Please tick whether you are male or female 
 Male  θ   Female θ 
 
15. Which of these age groups are you in?  
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY  
Less than 20 years ............................................................................................................................. θ1 
20-24 years ....................................................................................................................................... θ2 
25-34 years ....................................................................................................................................... θ3 
35-44 years ....................................................................................................................................... θ4 
45-54 years ....................................................................................................................................... θ5 
55-64 years ....................................................................................................................................... θ6 
65-74 years ....................................................................................................................................... θ7 
75 years or over ................................................................................................................................ θ8 
 
16. Please read each of the following descriptions carefully and tick 
the box with best describes your household.  
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY 
Single person, living alone ................................................................................................................ θ01 
Single person, living with child(ren) .................................................................................................. θ02 
326 
 
Couple living without child(ren) ....................................................................................................... θ03 
Couple living with child(ren)............................................................................................................. θ04 
Other (PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR HOUSEHOLD) ................................................................................. θ97 
17. Do you identify as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander? (4) 
Yes .................................................................................................................................................... θ1 
No .................................................................................................................................................... θ2 
  
 
18. Do you speak English at home? (5) 
 
Yes .................................................................................................................................... θ  (go to Q.6) 
No ..................................................................................................................................... θ2 
If NO, what language do you speak at home? ____________________________ 
  
 
19. Do you have a disability or health condition which affects your every 
day activities and which has lasted or is likely to last for 6 months or 
more? 
Yes .................................................................................................................................................... θ1 
No .................................................................................................................................................... θ2 
 
20.  Which of these best describes your current working status? (7) 
PLEASE TICK ONE BOX ONLY 
Work full - time ....................................................................................................................... θ1 
Work part - time ..................................................................................................................... θ2 
Work on a casual basis ............................................................................................................ θ3 
Self-employed ......................................................................................................................... θ4 
Unemployed and looking for work .......................................................................................... θ5 
Full-time student .................................................................................................................... θ6 
Full-time home duties ............................................................................................................. θ7 
Retired .................................................................................................................................... θ8 
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Not employed and not looking for work .................................................................................. θ9 
Disability or Sickness Pension ................................................................................................... θ10 
Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) .......................................................................................................... θ11 
 ____________________________________________________________________________  
 
21. What is your personal annual income before tax including 
pensions, income from investments and family allowances? 
Zero ................................................................................................................  θ1 
Less than $11,000 ...........................................................................................  θ2 
$11,000 to $20,999 .........................................................................................  θ3 
$21,000 to $30,999 .........................................................................................  θ4 
$31,000 to $40,999 .........................................................................................  θ5 
$41,000 to $60,999 .........................................................................................  θ6 
$61,000 or more .............................................................................................  θ8 
  
 
THIS COMPLETES THE SURVEY 
PLEASE RETURN YOUR SURVEY TO THE ENVELOPE HELD BY 
THE FACILITATOR WHICH WILL BE SEALED AND SENT TO 
THE EVALUATION TEAM IN CONFIDENCE 
When all the information is analysed your group will 
receive the report. 
 
 
